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Abstract
The earliest historical records of Mesopotamian states of the last centuries of the third millennium BCE
document their close interaction with peoples and polities in the hills and mountains of the Zagros and
Trans-Tigridian region. The origins and sociopolitical organization of these peoples remain poorly
understood largely due to the limited archaeological fieldwork undertaken in this region. However,
numerous Mesopotamian administrative records, literary sources, and archaeological evidence for
exchange document a long history of a symbiotic, but frequent antagonistic, relationship between the
lowland states and highland peoples. Surveys and excavations in the Zagros and Trans-Tigridian region
have struggled with identifying the material culture of the Early Bronze Age, giving the impression of a
largely abandoned landscape perhaps inhabited by a few pastoral nomadic tribes. New fieldwork at the
site of Kani Shaie in Iraqi Kurdistan conducted in the context of this dissertation between 2012-16 and an
analysis of the unpublished survey and excavation records of the Mahi Dasht Survey Project undertaken
between 1975-78 in Kermanshah, Iran, by L. Levine of the Royal Ontario Museum, has revealed previously
unrecognized Early Bronze Age local material culture, especially in the form of indigenous painted
ceramic traditions and administrative practices. This allows a reevaluation of the Early Bronze Age in the
Zagros region, which demonstrates that the region remained densely inhabited throughout the third
millennium BCE albeit with significant shifts in the organization of interregional interaction. Following the
collapse of the Late Chalcolithic directional interaction network that had connected distant settlements
and allowed the spread of the “Uruk” material culture throughout the fourth millennium BCE, the first
centuries of the Early Bronze Age saw the emergence of distinct cultural zones occupying different
altitudinal-ecological regions (plains; hills; intermontane valleys). These different societies formed an
interaction sphere in which intersocietal exchange of resources, ideas, and perhaps people, occurred
periodically at border sites located in the interstitial zones between different landscapes. Finally, in the
second half of the third millennium, Mesopotamian states again sought to establish direct contact with
distant lands to obtain resources, thereby establishing a new directional network that profoundly changed
power relationships and indigenous social structures.
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ABSTRACT
ALONG THE MOUNTAIN PASSES:
TRACING INDIGENOUS DEVELOPMENTS OF SOCIAL COMPLEXITY IN THE
ZAGROS REGION DURING THE EARLY BRONZE AGE (CA. 3500-2000 BCE)
Steve Renette
Holly Pittman
The earliest historical records of Mesopotamian states of the last centuries of the third
millennium BCE document their close interaction with peoples and polities in the hills
and mountains of the Zagros and Trans-Tigridian region. The origins and sociopolitical
organization of these peoples remain poorly understood largely due to the limited
archaeological fieldwork undertaken in this region. However, numerous Mesopotamian
administrative records, literary sources, and archaeological evidence for exchange
document a long history of a symbiotic, but frequent antagonistic, relationship between
the lowland states and highland peoples. Surveys and excavations in the Zagros and
Trans-Tigridian region have struggled with identifying the material culture of the Early
Bronze Age, giving the impression of a largely abandoned landscape perhaps inhabited
by a few pastoral nomadic tribes. New fieldwork at the site of Kani Shaie in Iraqi
Kurdistan conducted in the context of this dissertation between 2012-16 and an analysis
of the unpublished survey and excavation records of the Mahi Dasht Survey Project
undertaken between 1975-78 in Kermanshah, Iran, by L. Levine of the Royal Ontario
Museum, has revealed previously unrecognized Early Bronze Age local material culture,
especially in the form of indigenous painted ceramic traditions and administrative
practices. This allows a reevaluation of the Early Bronze Age in the Zagros region, which
demonstrates that the region remained densely inhabited throughout the third millennium
BCE albeit with significant shifts in the organization of interregional interaction.
Following the collapse of the Late Chalcolithic directional interaction network that had
connected distant settlements and allowed the spread of the “Uruk” material culture
throughout the fourth millennium BCE, the first centuries of the Early Bronze Age saw
vii

the emergence of distinct cultural zones occupying different altitudinal-ecological regions
(plains; hills; intermontane valleys). These different societies formed an interaction
sphere in which intersocietal exchange of resources, ideas, and perhaps people, occurred
periodically at border sites located in the interstitial zones between different landscapes.
Finally, in the second half of the third millennium, Mesopotamian states again sought to
establish direct contact with distant lands to obtain resources, thereby establishing a new
directional network that profoundly changed power relationships and indigenous social
structures.
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I. Introduction
I.1 Introduction
The land from the low plains on the east bank of the Tigris River to the highest
peaks of the Zagros Mountains is one of the most environmentally diverse regions of
southwest Asia. Sometimes referred to as the Trans-Tigridian Corridor or the Zagros
Piedmont, its unifying characteristic is this diversity. On modern maps, this region
appears to be squeezed between the vast Mesopotamian plains with its countless towns
and cities, and the Iranian highlands full of precious resources. For ancient
Mesopotamians, these hilly lands were home to their closest eastern neighbors that were
not as foreign and barbaric to them as the highlanders of the Iranian Plateau, but were
strangers nonetheless. Traversing these lands meant crossing over from the riverine,
urban heartlands to a mythical world of mountains.
These lands were a mystery to most Mesopotamians, lands shrouded in darkness
whose people had strange customs, spoke unknown languages, and organized themselves
in ways very different from the city dwellers. These lands and their peoples are also
essentially unknown to present-day archaeologists. Despite almost two hundred years of
exploration, the region between the Tigris and the Zagros has remained largely a blank
spot on archaeological maps. Since the inception of this dissertation project, a new
explosion of fieldwork in the autonomous Kurdistan region of Iraq has begun to fill in a
significant portion of this map with remarkable new discoveries that are bound to change
our understanding of the ancient Near East in unforeseen ways. Yet at the same time,
many of the areas that straddle the border between Iraq and Iran remain inaccessible to
archaeological fieldwork, thereby sustaining lacunae that hinder our understanding of the
ancient world.
This dissertation addresses one such lacuna: the transition from the Late
Chalcolithic to the Early Bronze Age, ca. 3500-2500 BCE, and the history of the
mountain peoples that appear in cuneiform records at the end of the third millennium
BCE. Some of the earliest Mesopotamian historical sources, such as inscriptions of
Eannatum of Lagaš, already mention interaction with the mountainous lands in the east
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referred to generally as Elam. The Akkadian and Ur III empires of the last quarter of the
third millennium BCE produced a vast corpus of administrative records, historical texts,
and literature that provide a wealth of information about the peoples inhabiting the lands
stretching eastward of the Tigris River. Most famously, Mesopotamian historiography
records the Gutian people as major antagonists, mountain peoples antithetical to lowland
urban civilization, and raiders responsible for the downfall of the Akkadian Empire. The
precise origins of the Guti remain unclear, but scholarly consensus locates them in the
Zagros Mountains. To a large degree inspired by ancient Mesopotamian historical
traditions, contemporary narratives of ancient Near Eastern history consider the Guti as
the first recorded nomadic warriors who preyed on the wealth of Mesopotamian cities, a
pattern that would be repeated time and again for millennia to come. However, very little
is known about the history of these mountain peoples, their socioeconomic and political
organization, and their cultural traditions. This is in part a result of a need for more
archaeological fieldwork in the Zagros region, but it also reflects a general disinterest in
the study of these mountain peoples on their own terms and a satisfaction with picturing
them as nomadic tribes engaged in large-scale mobile pastoralism similar to the famous
nomadic tribes of Iran documented by travelers and anthropologists during the 19th and
20th centuries. This dissertation began with simple questions: who were these mountain
peoples? Can we trace prehistoric developments of societies inhabiting the Zagros region
during the fourth and third millennium BCE? And can we link these proto-historic
peoples to the ethnic groups and polities that appeared in Mesopotamian textual records?
I.2 History of Archaeology in the Zagros Region
While travelers with an interest in ancient history had sporadically visited lands
east of the Tigris and the Zagros Mountains during the 19th and early 20th century,
archaeological research in these regions only began during the interwar period. The
appearance of hundreds of bronze artifacts from Luristan sparked a sudden surge of
interest in the central Zagros Mountains. Following several attempts to identify the
location of origin of these bronzes, A. Stein conducted the first survey of the
intermontane valleys and undertook excavations at several sites. His published narrative
2

on these explorations remains an invaluable source of information on the landscape and
the nature of archaeological remains in the Zagros Mountains.1 Simultaneously, French
archaeologists G. Contenau and R. Ghirshman conducted excavations at Tepe Giyan in
the northeastern part of Luristan.2 E. Schmidt led the American Holmes Expedition to
Luristan in the Rumishgan and Saimarreh valleys where he conducted groundbreaking
survey work using aerial imagery.3 At the same time as M. Mallowan dug a large
sounding at Nineveh that would lay the foundation for the Chalcolithic and Bronze Age
chronology of the Tigris region,4 American teams in Iraq ventured east of the Tigris
River. The Chicago Oriental Institute began excavations at four major sites in the Lower
Diyala region. The results of these excavations remain fundamental to the field of Near
Eastern archaeology with datasets of material culture that form a bridge between the
heartland of Mesopotamia and the lands east of the Tigris.5 Offshoots of this project also
conducted excavations in the northeast of Iraq, including at the Early Bronze Age site
Tell Chenchi near Khorsabad.6 Another American team of the University of Pennsylvania
led by E.A. Speiser conducted large-scale excavations in this region at the ChalcolithicBronze Age site Tepe Gawra and the Bronze and Iron Age site Tell Billa.7
A second wave of archaeology in these lands took off soon after the end of the
Second World War. Parallel with changes brought on by the New Archaeology,
fieldwork shifted focus to subsistence practices and the relationship to the environment,
with special attention for the Neolithic and Chalcolithic periods. R. Braidwood of the
Chicago Oriental Institute developed a groundbreaking project to explore the origins of
food production in the Zagros foothills, which included excavations at the site of Jarmo
near Sulaimaniyah in Iraqi Kurdistan.8 Further north, R. Solecki led a team exploring the
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Paleolithic and proto-Neolithic Shanidar cave site.9 In the intermontane valleys of
Luristan, Braidwood’s student F. Hole undertook several surveys and excavations to trace
the earliest development of prehistoric village societies in the Zagros Mountains.
At the same time, the question about the origins of the Luristan bronzes, which
had flooded the antiquities markets in the 1920s and 30s, continued to inspire fieldwork
projects with a chronological focus on the Iron Age. A Danish team, led by H. Thrane,
targeted the settlement at Tepe Guran;10 a Canadian team conducted excavations at the
Median fortress of Godin Tepe under T.C. Young;11 a British team assembled by C. Goff
settled on the site of Baba Jan following several travels and low resolution surveys
throughout Luristan;12 and L. Vanden Berghe led a Belgian team to excavate at several
cemetery sites in the Pusht-i Kuh region.13 These projects also explored significant
amounts of Bronze Age material that are central to this dissertation, but unfortunately the
Bronze Age was rarely the primary focus of fieldwork projects in the central Zagros.
On the Iraqi side of the border, political repression against attempts of the Kurdish
population to gain a degree of autonomy prevented continuous archaeological fieldwork
to take place. During the 1950s, the construction of dams on the Lower Zab and the
Diyala/Sirwan at Darband-i Khan led to surveys to document the density of sites in the
region by the Iraqi State Board of Antiquities and Heritage. In this context, Iraqi teams
conducted several excavations, which have unfortunately remained largely unpublished
other than short reports in the Iraqi journal Sumer. A Danish team conducted excavations
at Tell Shemshara in the Rania Plain on the Lower Zab, which revealed unexpectedly a
major cuneiform archive of the early second millennium BCE that is crucial for our
understanding of the political history of the region.14 Despite these results, archaeological
fieldwork in Iraq east of the Tigris River largely ceased. While the political situation was
certainly the main cause of the lack of archaeological exploration, the discipline of Near
Eastern archaeology was not particularly interested in this region either and foreign
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teams, as well as the Iraqi Board of Antiquities, preferred to focus on the major urban
centers of Mesopotamia between the Tigris and the Euphrates. The main exception was
the large-scale salvage work in the Hamrin Basin in the context of the construction of a
dam on the Diyala/Sirwan River. Foreign teams working on major sites in south Iraq
were required to contribute to this salvage work, which yielded unexpected results in an
area that was considered nothing more than peripheral.
The Iranian Revolution in 1979 put a sudden end to fieldwork in the Zagros. The
following years gave scholars the opportunity to process the vast amounts of data they
had collected for the past two decades. Unfortunately new professional responsibilities
hampered this work. As a result, F. Hole’s landmark 1987 compendium is still the only
synthesis of the results of the golden days of archaeology in the central Zagros.
Beginning in the 1990s, a third phase of Zagros archaeology emerged driven by Iranian
archaeologists. This research has maintained the focus on the Paleolithic and earliest
Neolithic, the Chalcolithic, and the Iron Age. Much of this work is filling in gaps,
providing supplementary datasets, and documenting archaeological heritage in the
context of economic development in this mountainous landscape.15
In recent years, the relative economic and political stability of the autonomous
Kurdish region of Iraq has allowed a return of archaeological fieldwork. The end of
fieldwork in Syria due to war since 2011 and continuing uncertainty and security
problems in the rest of Iraq has caused an explosion of new fieldwork projects in Iraqi
Kurdistan. At the time of writing this dissertation, the first results of these projects are
starting to appear in preliminary publications. This dissertation also contributes to the
documentation of archaeology in Iraqi Kurdistan with a discussion of the Late
Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age material from the site of Kani Shaie near
Sulaimaniyah and a first attempt at synthesis of the new datasets from the region for the
Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age. In the following years, continued publication of
excavation and survey results and synthetic studies will allow evaluation of the results
presented here.

15

Hassanzadeh & Miri 2012.

5

I.3 State of Current Research
The chronological focus of this dissertation addresses a gap in our knowledge for
the first half of the Early Bronze Age (ca. 3200-2500 BCE) in the Trans-Tigridian and
Zagros region. This period is characterized by the collapse of the Late Chalcolithic Uruk
interregional network, regionalization of cultural traditions, and ruralization reflected in
the abandonment of large urban centers and a settlement pattern of dispersed small
villages. The best known of these traditions is the Nineveh V culture of the northern
Tigridian region. First identified at the site of Nineveh on the Tigris, studies of this
tradition combining ceramic datasets from the eastern Jezirah and salvage work in the
Eski Mosul region have traced a development of decorative patterns and vessel shapes
following the end of the Late Chalcolithic.16 Recent work in Iraqi Kurdistan has
confirmed that the painted Nineveh V tradition was in use in the plains east of the Tigris
and north of the Lower Zab, as far east as the Rania Plain.
The hilly landscape south of the Lower Zab to the border of the Susiana is for a
large part still terra incognita. However, salvage excavations in the Hamrin Basin on the
Diyala/Sirwan River and fieldwork in the Deh Luran valley just north of Susa indicate
that the polychrome Scarlet Ware ceramic tradition was widespread throughout this
region. This is further confirmed by work on the Adhaim River and the Makhul region,17
as well as the recent discovery of Scarlet Ware fragments in the Shahrizor.18 The Scarlet
Ware tradition is still best known by its original discovery at the Lower Diyala urban
sites excavated during the 1930s. However, its regional distribution east of the Jebel
Hamrin makes it clear that Scarlet Ware is indigenous to the Trans-Tigridian region.19
Neighboring this region to the east are the mountains of the central Zagros region.
The chain of the Kabir Kuh forms a major topographical barrier between the Piedmont
zone and the intermontane valleys, which is also reflected in the cultural traditions. In the
Pusht-i Kuh to the west of the Kabir Kuh, which consists of valleys accessible from the
Trans-Tigridian hilly lands, cemeteries contain material closely related to that of the
Hamrin and Deh Luran valleys. In the Pish-i Kuh, the region east of the Kabir Kuh,
16
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however, Scarlet Ware is very rare. Although only very little archaeological fieldwork
has been conducted in these intermontane valleys, the available evidence shows the
presence of an indigenous monochrome painted tradition known best from excavations at
Godin Tepe, i.e. the Godin III tradition.20 The early development and chronology of this
monochrome painted ceramic tradition are still unclear, but will be addressed in this
dissertation.
Finally, the northern extent of the Zagros region, the mountains that form the
eastern neighbors of the Nineveh V zone, is the poorest known region discussed here.
There has been almost no archaeological fieldwork in the Iranian province of Kurdistan,
while survey and excavations in the Ushnu-Solduz Plains south of Lake Urmia have
barely explored Early Bronze Age remains. Current archaeology of the fourth and third
millennium BCE in this region focuses exclusively on the Early Transcaucasian Culture.
However, this cultural tradition only spread southward along the eastern flanks of the
Zagros Mountains and did not fully incorporate the Ushnu-Solduz region. There, Kroll
has recognized an indigenous painted tradition named after its type-site Hasan Ali, which
developed further into Painted Orange Ware during the third millennium BCE.21 As
discussed in chapter V, excavations at Kani Shaie near Sulaimaniyah in Iraqi Kurdistan
found Hasan Ali ware related material, as well as other sherds with parallels in the
Ushnu-Solduz region, that suggest a distribution of this material in the northern Zagros
region.
In sum, the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros region was divided into four distinct
cultural zones during the first half of the Early Bronze Age, but the degree and structure
of interaction among these societies has not yet been studied. Both P. Quenet and T.
Wilkinson have mapped the distribution of materials during the Early Bronze Age and
demonstrated that exchange continued during the first half of the period despite the
distinct regionalization of material culture.22 Yet, these studies of Bronze Age interaction
focus on the interregional scale with little regard for local variation and the organization
of interaction on local and regional scales. Such an approach can trace flows of material
20
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over centuries, but it cannot explain how interregional interaction formed or how this
material was transported from locality to locality. Studies of interaction between Early
Bronze Age societies have largely ignored Zagros populations and instead they attempt to
trace direct interaction between distant zones or compare such zones at the exclusion of
communities inhabiting the interstitial spaces. For example, Wilkinson recently attempted
a comparison between the Early Transcaucasian Culture (ETC) and the Uruk world,
including the movement of goods between these two distinct worlds. He assumes that
exchange between these two zones occurred at the interface of the Zagros and Taurus
Mountains, but he excludes indigenous communities in those regions from the
discussion. 23 In order to include Zagros communities in the discussion of interregional
interaction in the Bronze Age of southwest Asia, we first need to gain an understanding
of their socioeconomic organization and historical development. Clearly, the lack of
knowledge about the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros region has resulted in the exclusion of a
crucial component of the interaction networks that tied together different societies. Every
communication between the Mesopotamian lowlands and the highlands of Iran and the
Caucasus had to cross the Zagros region. Therefore, the inhabitants of these mountains
must have played a crucial role in facilitating movement through this landscape and
moving goods, while fluctuations in large-scale interregional networks must have had a
direct impact on their access to non-local resources.
I.4 Methodology
I.4.1 Methodological approach
In order to trace the development of societies in the Zagros region during the Late
Chalcolithic and the Early Bronze Age, this dissertation takes a data-driven approach by
compiling a critical synthesis of available datasets supplemented by newly obtained
archaeological assemblages that fill a major chronological gap in our current knowledge,
i.e. the first half of the third millennium BCE. Much of this work is descriptive since at
present our basic understanding of the material culture and the chronological framework
23
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for the Late Chalcolithic through Early Bronze Age in the Zagros region is very limited.
Sophisticated analyses of economic practices, social organization, and identity formation
rely on a solid foundation rooted in typological developments, distribution of cultural
assemblages, and a chronological framework. In this dissertation, I focus mainly on
ceramic traditions. Since the first half of the Early Bronze Age in southwest Asia saw the
development of highly regionalized ceramic traditions that show only very little evidence
of stylistic interaction, distribution maps of these traditions can be used to identify
cultural zones (in the archaeological sense).
This focus on ceramic traditions necessitates an engagement with the
longstanding inquiry into the relationship between ceramics and identity, or the “pots
versus people” debate. The culture historical approach in archaeology often explicitly
equated regionally clustered material assemblages with ancient ethnic groups.24 As one of
the pioneers of the New Archaeology or the Processual approach in archaeology, D.
Clarke formulated the strongest rebuke of defining peoples based on material
assemblages by emphasizing different explanations for shared material traditions, such as
exchange, shared economic strategies, or similar functions.25 At the same time, F. Barth’s
work explored the fluid nature of ethnic identity and its formation based on individual
experiences, which seemingly placed ethnicity out of reach of archaeological exploration
without firsthand historical or ethnographic sources.26 C. Kramer provided a clear
example of the problems with equating pots and peoples in her discussion of the so-called
Khabur Ware tradition of the early second millennium, distributed across northern
Mesopotamia and northwest Iran, which had traditionally been associated with the
diffusion of Hurrians.27 During the past two decades, archaeologists have again become
interested in the concept of identity resulting in a growing body of theoretical literature
and case-studies that explore the relationship between material culture and different
forms of identity.28 These studies make it very clear that the study of ethnic identity in the
24

Webster 2008. Although, admittedly, most archaeologists have recognized to some extent the problem of
making one-to-one equations between material culture and ethnic identity, see most notably Childe 1956.
25
Clarke 1968.
26
Barth 1969.
27
Kramer 1977.
28
S. Jones set the tone of archaeological research into ethnicity by emphasizing the fluidity of identity and
the lack of any direct correlation between a material artifact class and identity: Jones 1997; 2007. To list

9

past requires robust datasets and sophisticated analyses. While this dissertation ultimately
aims to explore the origins of mountain peoples attested in cuneiform sources, it does not
pretend to provide an answer to this question just yet. Instead, given the paucity of
published archaeological datasets from the Zagros and Trans-Tigridian region and the
lack of reliable chronological, typological, and heuristic frameworks for the Late
Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age in this region, this dissertation focuses on laying the
groundwork for future inquiries into matters of identity. The majority of this dissertation
focuses on assembling dispersed datasets in order to identify distribution patterns of
material cultural traditions. Much additional work will need to address whether these
traditions represent group identity, interaction networks, functional differences, etc. As a
first step toward that goal, in this dissertation I adopt the position that the distribution of
very distinct ceramic traditions is meaningful, especially since I will demonstrate that
their distribution matches clearly defined environmental zones and that even along the
border between these zones the traditions remained distinct from each other. Rather than
jumping to the conclusion that this reflects ancient ethnic identities, I suggest that these
distinct zones reveal local interaction networks and deliberate choices by local
communities to engage intensively with their immediate neighbors, but rejecting external
influences.29 An additional caveat is the lack of detailed ceramic analysis of the pottery of
this region. Again, as an initial endeavor to compile datasets and produce an overarching
typological and chronological framework, this dissertation uses decoration patterns and
vessel shapes as the main traits to identify ceramic traditions. However, forthcoming
detailed ceramic analyses of the technological aspects of ceramics, especially from new
excavations in Iraqi Kurdistan, will undoubtedly reveal different networks of production
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methods and clay sourcing that might not necessarily match the distribution of decoration
schemes and vessel shapes. 30
In order to make a beginning into the exploration of interaction networks in the
Zagros region and the emergence of regional identities, this dissertation has three goals.
First, I will identify the material cultures of the Zagros region during the Early Bronze
Age. Second, I will produce a model of socioeconomic organization that allowed
communities in the Zagros to obtain dispersed resources through an institutionalized
system of interaction. Third, I will outline a set of questions for future research to test
these conclusions. Together, these will allow the development of research programs that
can analyze the ways of life and long-term development of communities that inhabited
the Zagros region.
I.4.2 Problems with availability of datasets
Considering the political difficulties that have hindered or prevented fieldwork in
Iraqi Kurdistan and western Iran in past decades, a major obstacle to any study of the
ancient Zagros region is a lack of data. Throughout the 1960s and 70s, several survey and
excavation projects were active throughout the Zagros region, but the accumulated data
only covers a fraction of this vast region and millennia of human habitation. Especially
the period under consideration, i.e. the Early Bronze Age, is poorly understood and even,
as will be demonstrated, previously unrecognized in large areas. Originally, a major
research goal of this dissertation was to analyze processes of identity formation that gave
rise to the peoples attested in later Mesopotamian textual records. However, a study of
identity and communities can only be conducted with large, contextualized, detailed
archaeological datasets that at present simply do not exist for the Zagros region.
Formulating a proposal for this dissertation necessitated stepping back to consider the
kinds of information that would be required to conduct such analyses in the future leading
to the realization that the first requirement is the generation of additional datasets and a
heuristic framework for analyzing the material culture of this period. The two case
30

Several recent studies have explored the full range of ceramic production and the distribution of ceramic
technologies in addition to the distribution of vessel shape and decoration in order to reveal different
interaction networks operating on local and regional levels. See for example: Damm 2012; Fishman 2017;
Peeples 2018: 61-119.

11

studies in this dissertation provide new datasets that identify previously unrecognized
material culture. The first case study presents results from a new fieldwork project at the
previously unexcavated site of Kani Shaie in Sulaimaniyah Province, Iraqi Kurdistan.
This site is at present unique in that it was occupied continuously from the Chalcolithic
through the Early Bronze until at least the middle of the third millennium BCE.
Furthermore, this site is one of very few where ceramics from the different regional
traditions were found together, which allows a chronological anchor point to tie together
these different assemblages and it demonstrates that the different cultural zones
maintained a degree of interaction despite remaining radically distinct for several
centuries. The second case study reanalyzes results from the unpublished Mahi Dasht
Survey project, conducted by a team of the Royal Ontario Museum led by L. Levine in
1975-78, in the Kermanshah region, along with small-scale excavations at the site of
Chogha Maran. This survey and excavation data provides evidence for continued
occupation within the central Zagros Mountains and it allows the identification of a local
material culture that can now be securely dated to the first half of the third millennium
BCE.
In addition to the limited coverage of available datasets, there is also a lack of upto-date detailed syntheses for Zagros archaeology. The only comprehensive synthesis is
F. Hole’s 1987 compendium “The Archaeology of Western Iran” that has shaped the
modern narrative of the pre- and early history of the Zagros region before the Islamic
conquest. Since then, Iranian teams have conducted many surveys and soundings in the
Zagros region, but these remain largely unpublished or available only through short
preliminary articles. Therefore, this dissertation is a first step toward an updated synthesis
including a critical evaluation of available datasets and their interpretation.
I.4.3 Methodological problems – Kani Shaie Archaeological Project
While three seasons of excavations at Kani Shaie have produced a crucial new
dataset for the study of the Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age in the region, a few
problems with the current state of this dataset need to be addressed. Since these
excavations explored the first known settlement of this period in the region, we
12

encountered many problems with identifying material due to the lack of typologies or
comparative datasets. As it is now clear that the site was inhabited since at least the late
Ubaid period through the Early Bronze Age and thereafter periodically to the late
Ottoman period, the surface sherd collection and material from the initial soundings
produced an enormous variety in ceramics that defied classification.31 Much of this
dissertation research was devoted to identifying ceramic types and assembling coherent
groups. Of course, this excavation project had to be conducted on a relatively small scale
and with a small team due to financial and logistic restrictions. The results presented in
this dissertation are the first attempt to organize the large amount of data that the
excavations produced.
The last occupation of the main mound of Kani Shaie was during the Early
Bronze Age. This makes the site particularly important for the present study since these
early remains are relatively easily accessible. However, many large pits from the Middle
Islamic period and a cemetery of the late Ottoman period have significantly disturbed the
upper layers of the site. As a result, only by the third season have we been able to reach
Early Bronze Age occupation that was not unrecognizably destroyed. In addition, the site
suffers from severe erosion that has cut away a large part of the edge of the settlement
and has made the identification of mudbrick and pisé architecture particularly difficult.
Finally, architecture was frequently leveled and rebuilt resulting in a rapid succession of
occupation deposits that are difficult to disentangle and consist mainly of residual sherd
material. Much of the work preparing for chapter V on Kani Shaie entailed identifying
good archaeological contexts and identifying reliable groups of material.
I.4.4 Methodological problems – Mahi Dasht Survey Project
In 1978, the Mahi Dasht Survey team had to leave Iran in a hurry due to the
ensuing political upheaval. Unfortunately, the team was never able to return and its
members moved on to different projects and professional positions. The records were
stored in the Royal Ontario Museum (ROM) where graduate students involved with the
31
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project finished their dissertations on the Godin Tepe material and finalized preliminary
studies of the Mahi Dasht records during the early 1980s. When I began my analysis of
these documents in 2014, the paperwork was distributed over numerous folders in several
boxes and cabinets. While the 1975 records seem largely complete, the 1978 records are
fragmentary because many of them were left behind in storage boxes in Iran that are
currently not located. Organizing, cataloguing, and digitizing the paper records was a
time consuming process. Unfortunately, the large amount of photographs were not
available to this study because they presently only exist as negatives and slides that are
mounted in old cases. A next phase toward publication will need to process these
materials and transform the data to digital formats.
The actual material that was collected during survey and excavations remains
stored in the National Museum in Tehran, but it is unknown whether this collection is
complete and in good condition. Levine was able to bring to the ROM a large study
collection of sherds that I was able to study during my time at the museum. This
collection reflects the chronological focus of the project on the Chalcolithic and Iron Age,
but it contains a small subset of Bronze Age material that proved to be a useful
supplement to the paper records. Keeping these caveats in mind, the present study of the
collection remains preliminary and necessitates future testing. Still, the conclusions
presented in this dissertation are based on a large, coherent dataset. Future work that
includes additional data stored in Tehran will only be able to supplement the
identification of Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age sites. In other words, the current
results are a first step and a minimum assessment of these periods in the Kermanshah
region.
I.5 Structure of Dissertation
Before moving into the case studies, it is necessary to contextualize the topic of
this dissertation within the broader narrative on ancient Zagros societies and the study of
mountainous societies. Chapter II outlines the theoretical debates with which this study
engages, especially in relation to different trajectories in the development of social
complexity and the structure of interaction. It also provides a discussion of current
14

approaches to mountain studies and the models at our disposal for research on the Zagros
region. The themes presented in this chapter inspire the data analysis of the rest of the
dissertation and return in the concluding sections.
Chapters III and IV offer a critical synthesis of the available historical and
archaeological datasets respectively. These chapters are not merely a literature review.
Given the lack of comprehensive synthetic studies and the wide acceptance in the broader
literature of unfounded assumptions regarding ancient Zagros populations, these chapters
critically evaluate arguments in relation to the datasets upon which they are based. Often,
reevaluating these datasets forces us to accept that traditional narratives are flawed, that
alternative interpretations are possible, and that sometimes there is insufficient data to
draw any conclusions altogether.
With a renewed appreciation for the lack of data, chapters V and VI provide case
studies of newly available Early Bronze Age material in the Zagros region. Analysis of
ceramics, seal impressions, and settlement patterns in the Bayzan Basin (Kani Shaie) and
the Kermanshah plains (Mahi Dasht and Chogha Maran) demonstrate three core points:
the material culture of the Early Bronze Age in the Zagros region has previously been
largely unidentified; there was uninterrupted settlement of the Zagros region following
the Late Chalcolithic period with a continuous development of sedentary societies
throughout the Early Bronze Age; and the societies with highly regionalized cultural
traditions maintained a degree of interaction that is reflected in the co-occurrence of
distinct painted ceramic styles within the settlement of Kani Shaie.
Chapter VII lays out an evaluation of existing models of ancient Zagros societies.
I will argue that the distribution map of the distinct regional ceramic traditions reveal an
interaction sphere between distinct cultural zones constituted of sedentary communities
inhabiting relatively homogeneous altitudinal-ecological zones. This new model allows
the rejection of traditional narratives that assume the primacy of pastoral nomadism based
on verticality as the structuring principle. Instead, communities remained largely
sedentary and locally focused. They established close social and cultural ties with similar
communities, while participating in an interaction sphere that ensured access to resources
that were not available within their ecological zone.
15

Finally, the concluding chapter VIII outlines avenues for future research. First, the
proposed model of the Zagros Interaction Sphere and socioeconomic organization based
on horizontality rather than verticality and mobility will require testing with additional
fieldwork. This chapter offers a set of benchmarks that will need to be observed through
detailed archaeological analysis of new datasets. Secondly, the chapter explores new
research questions that emerge from the framework developed throughout this
dissertation. At the very least, this dissertation demonstrates that mountainous societies
deserve to be studied in more detail and that assumptions of low degrees of social
complexity, pastoral nomadism, and limited opportunities for socioeconomic
development are deeply flawed. Instead, mountainous communities have at their disposal
a wide array of strategies to exploit their unique habitat and they played a crucial role in
the interaction networks that underlie the major historical developments of southwest
Asia.
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II. Theoretical Framework
This chapter explores the major theoretical framework that inspires the research at
the core of this dissertation. On a macro-level, this project engages with the relationship
between interregional interaction and the development of social complexity in southwest
Asia. This theme has driven much of archaeological research on the urban civilizations of
Mesopotamia. Scholarship tends to consider the social organization and political
structures of the peoples inhabiting the landscapes surrounding Mesopotamia – i.e. steppe
lands, deserts, mountains, coastal regions – as secondary to urban states that are
considered to be the primary agents of technological, cultural, economic, and political
development. In recent years, scholars have begun to push back against this narrative by
exploring alternative trajectories of complexity. Crucial themes are socioeconomic
adaptations to diverse habitats and the formation of indigenous cultural traditions and
social organization.32
Current scholarship has embraced the interconnectedness of the ancient world.
Archaeologists of southwest Asia have long focused on interregional exchange of
resources. Traditional narratives present these relationships as asymmetric between
wealthy, developed urban states setting up trade networks or extracting resources from
smaller scale societies that passively absorbed influences from the centers of
civilization.33 The discovery of urban civilizations with parallel histories to Mesopotamia
led scholars to nuance this narrative by modeling symbiotic relationships through longdistance trade and political interaction in the form of diplomacy and warfare. However,
such models still assume the primacy of agrarian-based, urban civilizations while socalled “peripheral” landscapes served as conduits for the flow of resources and were
inhabited by small-scale communities passively absorbing cultural influences at the
fringe of history. In recent years, synthetic studies of such “peripheral” landscapes have
argued for a much more active role of its inhabitants who were crucial to the transmission
of resources and information and were important players in the interaction network that
32
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spanned the ancient world.34 This has opened up new avenues of research into the nature
of engagement between the diverse populations of ancient southwest Asia that focus on
the concepts of alterity, resistance and refuge, and highland-lowland interactions. At the
same time, scholars of Mesopotamia have begun to question the robustness and
independence of urban states and the degree to which their political elites were able to
exert control over populations, access to resources, and cultural traditions.35
This chapter provides a summarized overview of these theoretical debates with a
focus on the early history of southwest Asia and the study of the Zagros region. The last
section presents a set of research questions that emerge from these debates. I propose
several hypothetical scenarios that involve different strategies of mountainous
communities to obtain dispersed resources. I consider especially how such communities
responded on a local level to dramatic changes in the overarching interaction network
that spanned the entirety of southwest Asia. These scenarios will return in Chapter VII,
which proposes a new model of the developments of indigenous socioeconomic
organization and ultimately social complexity in the Zagros region during the Early
Bronze Age based on the data presented in Chapters III through VI. This proposed model
of a Zagros Interaction Sphere traces shifts in the interregional networks between on the
one hand directional interaction actively maintained by elites and traveling merchants,
and on the other hand a stepped pattern of exchange between localized networks with
periodic interaction at the borders. In phases of directional interaction, material culture
was shared over long distances with local elites signaling their access to external
resources. In contrast, during phases of interaction spheres societies emphasized local
cultural traditions and communality while maintaining access to desired and necessary
external resources (e.g. metals; stones; food; marriage partners; information) through
institutionalized, periodic interaction with their neighbors from which they remained
visibly distinct.
II.1 Anthropological Approaches to Social Complexity and Interaction
II.1.1 Trajectories of social complexity
34
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II.1.1.1 Social complexity in urban states
Anthropological archaeologists have focused much of their research on the origins
and development of social complexity since the 19th century, with special regard for the
processes that culminated in agrarian-based urban states. Anthropological thought on
social complexity has until recently been dominated by a neo-evolutionist paradigm and
has focused on leadership strategies and political economies.36 This paradigm assumes
that human societies tend to become larger (through demographic growth and merging of
communities) requiring increasingly complex mechanisms to provide resources, manage
social cohesion, and strategize actions resulting in elaborate, increasingly hierarchical
power structures. This natural development, which can take different shapes, but has a
teleological drive to higher complexity, is hindered by environmental restraints and
constant endemic pressures (e.g. social conflict). In this view, the history of humanity is
one of continuous invention of new technologies and political strategies to resolve the
next hurdle toward a higher level of complexity. The main appeal of this paradigm is the
endless potential of comparative research to detect the numerous constraints imposed
upon humanity’s development and the recurring strategies employed by societies to
resolve them.
Increasingly, scholars have criticized evolutionist categories, but it remains
difficult to escape its vocabulary.37 While the neo-evolutionist paradigm aims to
catalogue societies and detect universal structuring principles, its main critics have
argued against their cross-cultural applicability. They argue that the neo-evolutionist
paradigm has relied too heavily on ethnographic parallels and strict comparative
approaches to develop a set of criteria by which to rank and classify societies. In order to
avoid forcing archaeological datasets into neo-evolutionist categorizations, N. Yoffee and
T. Pauketat have reintroduced the concept of historicity in archaeological analysis, which
requires taking into account factors that are unique to the history and environment of each
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society.38 More specifically, rather than searching for general modes of political
organization, they argue in favor of a bottom-up approach that looks at cultural practices.
As a way forward, emphasis has shifted toward political and social strategies and
practices, rather than preconceived structures. While the neo-evolutionist paradigm
emphasizes increasing centralization of power, more recent studies of political systems in
ancient societies have observed negotiated divisions of power and elite strategies to
navigate shifting social networks.39
II.1.1.2 Secondary State Formation
With the overwhelming focus on so-called centers of civilization and highly
centralized urban states, archaeologists tend to treat the development of larger political
entities in “peripheral” regions as a result of interaction or conflict with the culturally
superior and often-expansive states from the lowlands in a process termed secondary
state formation.40 The overwhelming corpus of literature on state formation and social
evolution stands in stark contrast with the dearth of sophisticated analysis of this
“secondary” process.41 Briefly stated, this process describes how communities that come
into contact with an external state respond by coalescing into a political structure that
allows them to engage with the foreign agent from a stronger position than they would
individually. Archaeologists usually describe the formation of the Elamite state in
southwest Iran, as well as the mountainous polities of the Zagros Mountains, as a result
of contact with the lowland urban states of Mesopotamia.42 Such a model is appealing for
a variety of reasons. The origin of complex societies would be a special process that
emerged de novo in only a handful of locations that deserve special attention.43 Through
contact, social complexity would have spread from the centers of civilization in a similar
way as the spread of agriculture so that the emergence of complex sociopolitical
constellations in regions other than the main centers does not require further explanation
38
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or exploration. As a result, peoples outside the main centers are depicted as static and
without history until expansive polities encounter them. As will be discussed in following
chapters, traditional historical narratives state that the Zagros Mountains were sparsely
populated by nomadic tribes during the Early Bronze Age who had to mobilize and form
confederations to resist military incursions of Mesopotamian empires.
II.1.1.3 Recent approaches to alternative trajectories
Traditional studies of the rise of social and political complexity overwhelmingly
focus on agrarian societies, where settlements could grow exponentially, intensified
agriculture could sustain large populations, and communication was unrestricted.44 G.
Possehl’s influential model of the Middle Asian Interaction Sphere describes the Bronze
Age of southwest Asia in terms of exchange between such centers of civilization
separated by underdeveloped and depopulated interstitial zones of mountains, deserts,
steppe lands, and bodies of water.45 Scholarship on ancient southwest Asia still largely
adheres to an old, colonial-inspired narrative that marginalizes those interstitial
landscapes as passive conduits for interregional trade or suppliers of raw materials to
urban centers of civilization in the agriculturally rich lowlands that are assumed to drive
sociopolitical, economic, technological, and cultural innovation. Without an adequate
analysis of the symbiotic relationship between diverse societies in interaction systems, we
exclude major segments of the human population that shaped the history of this
significant region leading to a one-sided understanding of the origins of interregional
interaction in Eurasia.46 A rapidly growing body of research has shifted the emphasis to
alternative trajectories and bottom-up approaches.47 Studies of ancient populations
inhabiting supposedly marginal landscapes have observed alternative trajectories of
indigenous developments and a crucial role of their populations in the transmission of
information, the exchange of resources, and the movements of people.
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II.1.2 Mechanisms of interaction
II.1.2.1 Interaction Spheres
Studies of the development of social complexity have stressed the role of
interregional interaction.48 During the first half of the twentieth century, archaeologists
adopted the paradigm of diffusionism to explain culture change and historical
developments by postulating interaction between spatially defined cultures that naturally
allowed the transmission of technologies and ideas. However, this paradigm failed to
identify different motivations for interaction and exchange or to account for the diversity
in mechanisms of interaction. In 1964, J. Caldwell introduced the influential concept of
interaction spheres, which describes external interactions between distinct cultural zones
that share only a set of behaviors, styles, or materials.49 He developed this model to
explain the wide distribution of similar burial practices of the Hopewell tradition in the
Eastern Woodlands of the United States across a range of otherwise distinct societies.
While in origin a diffusionist model, the general concept of an interaction sphere is useful
to identify a pattern of close engagement among a group of societies that facilitated
movement of peoples, exchange of goods and ideas, and fostering of social ties. As a
descriptive model, the concept of interaction spheres does not explain the motivations
behind interregional interaction.
Similarly influential, C. Renfrew developed the closely related concept of peerpolity interaction to describe exchange between distinct complex societies that inhabit a
defined geographic region.50 This general concept includes many different forms of
interaction, but aims to create a neutral framework of analysis to study cultural change
not within one society, but as a result of close engagement among geographically
proximate societies. Renfrew observed different mechanisms of exchange between
communities that can explain patterns of distribution of material culture. For example, a
down-the-line exchange mechanism describes how communities could trade surplus of
48
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any resources with their immediate neighbors, who in turn could trade smaller amounts of
this resource with their neighbors, creating a dissipating amount of that resource as one
moves away from the original source. A very different mechanism of directional trade
describes traveling traders seeking out resources over a longer distance, potentially
bypassing other communities. A third example could be a port-of-trade as a central
location where different communities can meet to exchange resources.
II.1.2.2 Functionalist-adaptationist models of interaction
Rejecting the diffusionist paradigm of the first half of the twentieth century, by
the 1960s anthropological archaeologists increasingly considered interaction in terms of
internal social developments and subsistence systems within a functionalist-adaptationist
framework.51 While diffusionist models emphasized interaction to explain culture
change, the functionalist-adaptationist paradigm postulated that human adaptation to their
environment was the dominant factor of societal development. Within this paradigm,
interaction with neighboring communities is merely a strategy to obtain non-locally
available resources and secure a supply of necessary goods in times of deficiency.
II.1.2.3 Interregional interaction as a factor of social complexity
A. Asymmetric models
By the 1980s, a renewed interest in interaction among societies on a larger scale
reignited research into interaction mechanisms as a major factor in historical
developments.52 Stimulated by studies of border zones,53 archaeologists turned to centerperiphery models.54 Wallerstein’s World Systems Theory,55 which states that asymmetric
economic interactions between a core and periphery with different interests and social
organizations affect their internal structure, defined the archaeological debate on large-
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scale interregional interaction.56 This is a major departure from previous understandings
of the role of interaction in the development of societies. Both the diffusionist and
functionalist-adaptationist paradigms treat interaction as a positive and stabilizing factor.
In contrast, asymmetric models of intersocietal interaction describe relationships based
on competition, extraction, and control. As a result, interaction has severe consequences
for societies and can be a major disruptive force. This paradigm usually pitches resourcedeprived, but advanced agricultural centers against resource-rich, but underdeveloped
peripheries.57 In southwest Asia, objections to such an approach have formed a major
field of study the past two decades and scholars have instead emphasized indigenous
developments that precede trade-based, perhaps colonial contact at the end of the Late
Chalcolithic.58 These studies have explored the material correlates of interaction and
exchange, and social complexity, and they have demonstrated the importance of local
social contexts and cultural logics for the dialogue between indigenous populations and
foreign visitors. Non-local material culture is appropriated and integrated within local
traditions and can be manipulated to reflect social differentiation within communities.
B. Prestige technologies and wealth finance models
Shifting the focus toward political strategies of individuals and communities,
many recent approaches to the role of interaction within the development of social
complexity emphasize the role of prestige technologies and wealth finance.59 While the
asymmetrical models discussed above analyze interaction among societies, archaeologists
simultaneously explored the individual motivations to engage in intersocietal interaction
and obtain control over the flow of goods. Archaeologists observed that intersocietal
exchange revolved mainly around obtaining non-essential, but economically valuable
goods and raw materials, which contradicts the functionalist-adaptationist assumptions.
E. Brumfiel and T. Earle have argued that controlling wealth, not subsistence goods, was
the main concern of many elites in order to maintain and increase their social status as a
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political strategy.60 B. Hayden made a similar argument that elites rely on prestige
technologies to display their prominent position in society in order to maintain the
political hierarchies.61
II.1.2.4 Network approaches
In recent years, there has been a growing focus on the multiscalarity of
intersocietal interaction in order to analyze the relationship between supraregional
processes (i.e. models of interaction spheres, peer-polity interaction, and center-periphery
interaction) and local transformations of social practices (i.e. elite strategies, wealth
finance), especially through network approaches.62 As a result, the study of interaction is
again a major research focus of archaeology, using the full scope of scientific analyses
and theoretical modeling.63 A focus on multiscalar network approaches to interregional
interaction makes it possible to link local strategies to the organization of the mechanics
of exchange and communication across large distances.64 On a local scale, a focus on
micro-contexts and an analysis of organic versus intentional hybridity allow the
identification of how the intrusion of material and ideas foreign to the community shaped
social practices and were used within internal political strategies.65
II.1.2.5 Approaches to interaction in Near Eastern archaeology
While overseas trade connections between Mesopotamia and the Indus and Egypt
have been foci of textual and archaeological research for nearly a century,66 the true
extent of interregional interaction during the Bronze Age only became clear following
extensive archaeological fieldwork in Iran and Central Asia during the 1960s and 70s.
This work demonstrated that complex societies and urban centers had developed
throughout western Asia and that these centers maintained close economic and cultural

60

Brumfiel & Earle 1987.
Hayden 1998.
62
Barabasi & Frangos 2002; Blake 2014; Chase-Dunn 2004; Knappett 2011, 2013; Malkin 2011.
63
Renfrew & Bahn 2008: 357-390.
64
Drennan & Peterson 2005; Knappett 2011; Neitzel 1999.
65
Hahn 2008; MacSweeney 2011; Maran 2012; Spittler 2002; Stockhammer 2012; Werbner 1997
66
Frankfort 1951: 100-111; Oppenheim 1954.
61

25

connections.67 Research on the mechanisms behind the interregional interaction that tied
together Mesopotamia, Iran, Central Asia, the Indus, and the Persian Gulf has
predominantly focused on the concept of “trade” between major centers of civilization.68
P. Kohl employed a Marxist model of supply routes to provide Mesopotamian urban
centers with raw goods.69 Based on work at Tepe Yahya in Iran,70 he proposed that
communities on the Iranian Plateau organized trade routes to transport metals and semiprecious stones to Mesopotamian cities in exchange for staples such as grain and textiles.
In contrast, P. Amiet emphasized the political development of the highland kingdom
Elam as the main factor behind the establishment of trade routes across the highland
Iranian Plateau through territorial consolidation.71 Most recently, G. Possehl introduced
the concept of the Middle Asian Interaction Sphere that describes the Bronze Age of
southwest Asia in terms of exchange between centers of civilization separated by
underdeveloped and depopulated interstitial zones of mountains, deserts, steppe lands,
and bodies of water.72 These three influential studies considered direct economic relations
between cultural centers across the highlands and lowlands of western Asia to be the
primary factor explaining the diffusion of raw materials, luxury objects, and ideas across
vast distances during the Bronze Age. During the past three decades, research has
focused on elucidating the role of each cultural zone within this interaction sphere and the
nature of a market-economy.73
The political circumstances in the Middle East during the past three decades have
prevented the testing of these models. Recent work in the Halil Rud river system in
southeast Iran has resulted in the spectacular discovery of an indigenous urban
civilization.74 These new findings and ongoing studies of previously excavated sites such
as Shahr-i Sokhta and Tepe Hissar are shifting the focus toward indigenous developments
and local consumption, rather than production for external markets such as
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Mesopotamian cities. 75 Nevertheless, studies of regional interaction maintain a focus on
the large scale both spatially and temporally. Two recent studies produced an updated
synthesis of the state of research on interregional interaction across western Asia during
the Bronze Age. Quenet traced the distribution of different artifact categories and the
routes trade networks followed during the third millennium BCE in order to contextualize
the growth of urban centers in northern Mesopotamia.76 Wilkinson set out to identify the
prehistory of long-distance trade routes, later known as the Silk Road, through detailed
analysis of distribution of material and spatial analysis of geographically determined
routes.77 While these studies provide immense datasets and insights into the flow of
goods and ideas that tied together the Bronze Age world, the impact of these networks on
a local scale and the mechanisms of exchange on multiple scales remain unclear. The
potential for more locally focused, bottom-up approaches can be seen in recent studies of
the Trans-Caucasian or Kura-Araxes Culture in northwestern Iran, the southern Caucasus,
and eastern Anatolia.78 More recently, scholars are proposing alternative approaches to
the role of Zagros communities in the interregional interaction network that focus on the
local political economy and the connections between the numerous intermontane valleys,
but they are yet to make an impact on general discourse of interregional interaction in
Bronze Age western Asia.79 Overall, dominant models consider the Zagros region as a
conduit for the flow of material between east and west, while paying very little attention
to smaller scale interaction networks and the dialectic relationship between indigenous
local communities and the large-scale interaction sphere that encompassed western Asia.
II.2 Societies in Mountainous Landscapes
II.2.1 Mountain studies
The study of mountainous landscapes in the Western scholarly tradition began
with the explorations of A. von Humboldt in the 19th century.80 However, social
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scientists, especially geographers, only began to analyze mountains and their inhabitants
seriously during the 1970s and 80s. Following a surge of case studies, seminal
publications by R. Rhoades and D. Guillet argued for a comparative approach that
sparked a wave of studies of the cultural ecology of mountains.81 Increasing attention to
environmental issues and preservation in global politics offered scholars a platform to
argue for the importance of mountainous landscapes considering that they cover ca. 20%
of earth’s land surface, contain ca. 12% of human population with an additional 26%
living in adjacent regions, and that they have the highest concentration of cultural,
biological, linguistic, and geological diversity.82 As a result, the 1992 Earth Summit in
Rio formally adopted Chapter 13 of Agenda 21 entitled “Managing Fragile Ecosystems –
Sustainable Mountain Development” and the United Nations named 2002 the
International Years of the Mountains, which led to several initiatives headed by the Food
and Agricultural Organization. Nevertheless, mountain studies remained a small subdiscipline of geography and anthropology. Mountainous landscapes as a whole have
received relatively less attention within the anthropological study of human ecology and
many studies focus on biological, rather than cultural, adaptations83 with notable
exceptions among anthropologists active in the Andean, the Cordillera, and Appalachia.84
Since the 1980s, the main focus of mountain studies has shifted from a strictly academic
inquiry into cultural ecology to an activist discipline concerned with ecological
preservation and sustainability.85 This focus and the generally difficult accessibility of
mountainous landscapes across the world have resulted in a disproportionate attention on
a small group of mountain zones in the Americas (Appalachia; Cordillera; Andes),
Europe (Alps), and Asia (Himalayas) as well as a lack of historical studies beyond the
twentieth century. Finally, a separate, less coherent body of literature, consisting mainly
of case studies in cultural history, explores the concept of mountains in the human
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imagination and their role in the construction of worldviews, ritual and religion, and
political ideology.86
While there is a thriving, yet relatively small, field of study of human life in
mountainous landscapes, these studies have had little impact in the general archaeological
discipline. Except for Andean archaeology (see II.2.3), archaeologists have shown little
interest in the socioeconomic organization of mountainous communities or their historical
importance, with a few notable exceptions in Central Asian and European/Mediterranean
archaeology.87 However, heterogeneous landscapes such as mountains offer unique
opportunities and challenges for human societies, which encourage higher degrees of
mobility and cooperation to exploit distributed resources and maintain social networks.
The sources cited in this section offer a starting point that illustrates the largely untapped
potential for studying human lifeways in mountainous landscapes in the ancient past. As
discussed below, ancient Near Eastern archaeologists have focused overwhelmingly on
pastoral nomadism as the dominant economic adaptation in the mountains of southwest
Asia, thereby neglecting the wealth of varied strategies adopted by mountain
communities across the planet and their enormous cultural diversity. This dissertation
aims to incorporate some of the insights of mountain studies to elucidate the mechanisms
and function of interregional interaction through the Zagros Mountains as well as the
unique trajectory of sociopolitical developments of its indigenous peoples.
II.2.2 Insularity
Mountains envelop valleys while allowing (often seasonal) movement through
specific passes and along rivers. The layout of this landscape greatly resembles ocean/sea
archipelagos. In the past two decades, studies of insularity have examined the effect of
geographical isolation on human communities and identity formation in island worlds.88
Recently, the emphasis in the study of insularity has shifted from isolation to interaction
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and mobility.89 This growing body of insights on the effects of insularity and inter-insular
interaction has the potential to inform our understanding of identity formation in
mountainous landscapes. The concept of insularity, which emphasizes simultaneously
geographical isolation and interaction networks, is particularly interesting for the
fragmented valleys and basins of the Zagros region. Societies in this region were limited
in their mobility by mountain chains, but at the same time exploited a variety of
ecological resources dispersed through the region leading to specific modes of
cooperation, exchange, and specialization. Unfortunately, the full potential for the
application of the concept of insularity to mountainous landscapes has not yet been
explored in any detail. Certainly there are differences. While islands are separated by
water that serves as a conduit for transportation, mountain ridges are barriers to
movement. In addition, mountain landscapes usually cover a range of environmental
zones as a result of increases in latitude, while island systems tend to be more
homogeneous. Nevertheless, recent studies of navigation between islands have
demonstrated that movement in such systems is also restricted by seasonality, while
currents and winds can form barriers for transportation. In this dissertation, the concept of
insularity informs the interpretation of the distribution of material culture through an
awareness that the fragmentation of the landscape plays an important role in accessibility
to resources and the need to maintain social networks to navigate the landscape and
obtain dispersed resources.
II.2.3 Andean studies
The most extensive body of literature on mountainous communities in the distant
past comes from Andean archaeology. The Andes stands out in archaeology as the only
location of a so-called “primary” civilization – i.e. developing independently – emerging
in a mountainous landscape. In contrast to regions such as Mesopotamia, Egypt, or
China, Andean civilization did not rely on a vast lowland, riverine system. As a result,
Andean archaeology has produced sophisticated models to analyze human lifeways in the
mountains. These models explain the development of social complexity along different
89
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lines than the explanations used to discuss the rise of complexity in agrarian, urban
economies. It is beyond the scope of this study to conduct a detailed review of such
models or a comparison between the mountains of southwest Asia and the Andes. Of
course, the regions are vastly different in many ways: environment; topography; climate.
Nevertheless, general concepts of socioeconomic adaptations and strategies to
mountainous landscapes in Andean archaeology offer different ways of thinking about
mountain societies in southwest Asia. Most crucially, Andean archaeologists emphasize
the notion of complementarity of resources among the ecologically diverse valleys and
plains. Central to Andean economies are mechanisms to obtain access to resources that
are only available in certain niches through exchange or control and various means of
mobility.90
Much anthropological work has been done on the exploitation of different
ecological zones in the mountainous landscape of the Andes through the concept of the
‘vertical archipelago’ or ‘vertical complementarity’, as defined by Murra as an adaptive
strategy,91 with a critical role in the development of social complexity.92 Murra’s model
describes a strategy employed by socially integrated communities to obtain resources that
are dispersed across ecological zones at different altitudes. Central to this model is the
concept of autarky. Rather than relying on interaction with people external to one’s own
social group, a society exploits the full range of resource diversity through vertical
complementarity. Within the Andes, this means that communities distributed along
different latitudes from the coast to the highest peaks are socially integrated, thereby
securing the supply of dispersed resources throughout the entire society. In recent years,
the focus of this debate has shifted to a model of ‘vertical control’: the active quest of
local rulers to exploit a wide variety of resources and to control the flow of goods for
their political prestige.93 Of course a model of verticality includes a degree of mobility to
maintain exchange between communities. Andean archaeologists analyze the
mechanisms of such mobility and exchange in great detail as an explanatory framework
90
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for the development of social complexity.94 In contrast, many such studies in southwest
Asia have focused on modes of agropastoralism with vertical migratory patterns and
tribal organization.95 Further discussed below, pastoral nomadism should be integrated as
only one component of a wider strategy of exploitation of resources, whether as part of
subsistence strategies or within the context of increasing political organization.96
A second Andean model describes “horizontal complementarity” as communities
exploiting the resources of a particular altitudinal-ecological zone.97 In this model,
communities inhabiting a relatively homogeneous region across the same elevation zone
were closely socially integrated, which was reflected in shared cultural practices and/or
identity. While the vertical model emphasizes the desire to maintain and control access to
a wide range of resources, the horizontal model reflects strategies of social integration
among dispersed communities. It is important to note here that vertical and horizontal
interaction occurs in both models. What differentiates them is the nature of the social and
cultural unit. A vertical complementarity model describes a cultural or political
mechanism to socially integrate communities across different elevation zones and
ecological niches, which would be reflected in material culture by shared traditions
distributed vertically and the diffusion of resources within the vertically stretched
territory. In contrast, a horizontal complementarity model describes a socially integrated
network of communities restricted to a relatively homogeneous latitudinal-ecological
zone reflected by shared cultural traditions.
Both models require different methods of exchange and economic organization.
In a vertical model, resources are circulated systematically within the territory, which
requires frequent organized interaction. Such a model can entail a high degree of political
control, which is used to organize caravans and/or a lineage system that binds together
communities inhabiting different regions. On the other hand, in a horizontal model,
communities are largely self-sufficient and maintain social ties with related communities
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within the territory. In such a model, obtaining non-locally available goods only requires
periodic interaction with neighboring societies inhabiting different altitudinal territories,
possibly in the context of social gatherings accompanied by feasting events or trade
fairs.98
II.2.4 Highland-lowland relationships
The term “highland-lowland” as a qualifier in conjunction with words such as
interaction, relationships, or borderlands occurs regularly and in recent years has become
a particular topic of interest. However, this terminology is a vast simplification that
reduces the enormous diversity in ecological zones, concentrations of resources,
economic adaptations and strategies, population densities, and cultural identities to the
interaction between only two opposed ways of life. Discussing the Mesoamerican case,
Sharer already stated as much in 1983 when he wrote: “In considering highland-lowland
interaction, we are dealing with the relationships between specific regions of
Mesoamerica, not merely ties between two generalized areas.”99 As of yet, there is no
comprehensive body of literature on highland-lowland interaction, but rather a collection
of loosely related approaches applied in specific case studies of highland regions.
II.2.4.1 Alterity in the borderlands
A quote from a recent study of the Zagros foothills during the Late Bronze Age
by C. Glatz and J. Casana illustrates current approaches to the relationships between
highland and lowland societies:
“With highlands and lowlands in such conceptual
opposition, the landscapes that connect them and in which
took place the majority of encounters between highlanders
and lowlanders […] quickly become political and cultural
frontiers” […] “It is [in these borderland interaction zones]
that cultural difference is negotiated and new, hybrid,
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practices and material culture may emerge together with
new social spaces and identities”100
Highland regions clearly continue to be conceptualized as existing on the border of
lowland political or cultural territories and therefore the study of interaction between
them is often cast in terms of borderlands.101 However, such an approach renders the
intermediary, heterogeneous landscape of foothills into nothing more than a meeting
ground for two distinct societies and ignores the role of communities in this landscape as
equally distinct and active participants in intersocietal interaction. While it is easy to
formulate an opposition between the highest intermontane valleys and the flattest
outstretched alluvial plains, such a dichotomy becomes untenable when tracing every
gradual transition in between.
This problematic dichotomy appears to be difficult to shed in the study of the
ancient Near East. Studies of the relationships of Mesopotamian states with their eastern
neighbors will group together under the category of “highlanders” the immensely diverse
societies of the western Zagros foothills, the intermontane Zagros valleys, the Iranian
Plateau, or the riverine plains of Kerman. For example, while Glatz and Casana focus on
a case-study of the Zagros foothills, they equally invoke Mesopotamian representations
of the land of Aratta, which is to be located much farther east beyond the mountains, as
well as the Lullubi and Guti who inhabited the intermontane valleys and plains of the
Zagros Mountains, while using the expansion of south Mesopotamian material culture
into the geographically similar Khuzestan plains of southwest Iran as an example of a
lowland intruding into the mountains.102 Granted, Mesopotamian sources themselves,
especially those of the third millennium BCE, tended to treat the eastern world as a
monolithic mountainous land to the extent that the Sumerian word for mountain, KUR,
came to be synonymous with “foreign”. However, even those historical and literary
sources reveal a strong awareness of the many different landscapes, socioeconomic
organization, and ethnic identities, which is reflected in the differentiated relationships
these states maintained with individual polities and peoples.
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Approaches relying on strict dichotomies that are played out in the “borderlands”
between mountains and plains prevail widely in highland-lowland studies. 103 As such,
these studies engage more with borderland studies and postcolonial theory than mountain
studies. Furthermore, considering the longstanding focus on lowland civilization and a
general disinterest in mountainous communities within archaeology, such studies are
frequently more interested in how mountain peoples were perceived by lowland states as
foreigners than the reality of the often-symbiotic economic and social ties between
them.104 The study by Glatz and Casana stands out in this regard as a rare exploration of
the actual socioeconomic networks that tied together communities across different
landscapes. S. Balatti recently conducted an exhaustive study of Zagros peoples during
the Neo-Assyrian period by contrasting historical, archaeological, and ethnographic
sources of information, thereby moving beyond the usual concern of depictions of the
foreigner.105 Given the renewed access to the Zagros region for archaeologists working in
the Kurdistan region of Iraq, hopefully this trend will continue.
II.2.4.2 Refuge and resistance
A somewhat different approach treats mountainous regions as refugia or zones
that offer an escape from oppressive states that are unable to project their power into
these rugged landscapes. Biologists frequently study mountain regions as refugia because
these locations often house a high diversity of species and/or species that have become
largely extinct elsewhere as a result of environmental stress or human activities. In an
influential study from 1967, G. Beltrán first applied this concept systematically to human
societies with the case of Latin America where, he argued, remnants of the indigenous
population were able to survive in rugged landscapes such as mountains, jungles, and
deserts following the European conquests and colonization.106 More recently, J. Scott
expanded this concept of refugia as places to which populations could migrate to escape
oppressive lowland states.107 In his case-study of southeast Asia, he identifies the vast
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expanse of highlands, known as Zomia, as a space that eluded aggressively encroaching
states, in some sense even to this day. Crucially, he observes that in this land “variety,
more than uniformity, is its trademark” since the peoples that inhabit it display an
enormous diversity of cultural, ideological, economic, and political practices.108
This approach has the benefit of not studying mountainous communities solely in
relation to their lowland neighbors, but rather it results in an appreciation of indigenous
developments in cultural practices and socioeconomic organization. Still, the premise
remains an opposition between highlands and lowlands. Scott’s model explicitly posits
mountain peoples as resisting pressure from lowland states. To some extent, this is
parallel to models of secondary state formation, with the caveat that mountainous
communities actively resist the notion of the state and deliberately choose different
modes of social and political organization.109 The peoples inhabiting these mountains
only came there in large part to escape lowland states. This model provides an alternative
to the idea that urbanization and state formation in the lowlands were processes that were
singularly positive and attracted people, a notion that still largely prevails in the study of
ancient southwest Asia. As discussed later in this dissertation, the dominant
archaeological narrative of the Early Bronze Age in the Zagros region states that people
emigrated out of the mountains to join the ranks of lowland city-dwellers attracted by
economic opportunities and a grand new project of human civilization. In this context,
Scott’s work offers a powerful repudiation that urbanization and state formation were
beneficial to the majority of the population and instead provides a productive heuristic
framework to study mountainous communities on their own terms.110 But as with the
approach of alterity and borderlands, these concepts of refugia and resistance create a
strict dichotomy between two worlds founded in opposition. In other words, these
approaches leave very little space for studying the numerous ways communities across
environmental zones interacted with each other and possibly sustained symbiotic
networks to maintain access to non-locally available resources, technologies, information,
and social ties.
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II.3 Zagros Studies
Having laid out the different approaches to the study of populations in
mountainous landscapes, it is now time to turn to the focus of this dissertation: the Zagros
Mountains. The earliest European travelers in the region noticed the rich archaeological
remains, but the first important archaeological-historical work focused on the Behistun
inscription near Kermanshah. The second phase of archaeological interest in the Zagros
region was a response to the flood of so-called Luristan bronzes reaching international
antiquities markets during the 1920s and 30s. During the 1960s and 70s, a third phase of
archaeological exploration of the Zagros targeted mainly the origins of agriculture and
pastoralism and the Neo-Assyrian imperial expansion into these mountains resulting in
close interaction with the Medes and other indigenous peoples. Following the Iranian
Revolution of 1979, Iranian archaeologists have continued work in the region with
largely similar research interests.111
II.3.1 19th and 20th century travelers’ accounts
During the 19th and early 20th century, British imperialism encouraged a growing
number of adventurers to travel and document the world. British interests in the Middle
East were motivated not only by economics, but also by a profound interest in the history
of the bible. The earliest systematic European archaeological exploration of the Middle
East mainly targeted the southern Levant and Mesopotamia. Nevertheless, already in
1820, Claudius Rich traveled into Kurdistan to visit Christian and Yezidi communities,
which took him east to Sulaimaniyah and Sanandaj.112 Throughout the 19th century,
European travelers between Mesopotamia and Persia would pass through the
Kermanshah region, most notably Henry Rawlinson who made the final breakthrough in
the decipherment of cuneiform based on the Behistun inscriptions, following a tour of the
central Zagros Mountains.113 Even though Luristan was rarely visited by these travelers,
in 1892 Jacques de Morgan, a mining engineer who would go on to conduct large-scale
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excavations at Susa, traversed the region and recorded numerous archaeological
features.114
Following the first World War, the British Empire dispatched an army of
administrators who spent years living and traveling in the Middle East. Several of these
took a keen interest in the local society and the region’s ancient history. Even though
their accounts display obvious colonial and imperial biases, these administrators kept
detailed notes on the landscape and local practices.115 Particularly informative for our
purposes is the career of C.J. Edmonds who was a political officer in Iraqi Kurdistan
from 1919 to 1925 and spent much of his time in Sulaimaniyah Province.116 During these
years, Britain firmly established its hold over Iraqi territory, thereby opening the way for
renewed archaeological exploration. As Annual Professor of the American School of
Oriental Research in Baghdad during 1926-27, E.A. Speiser traveled through
Sulaimaniyah Province.117 In his article, he focused on the route that the Neo-Assyrian
ruler Assurnasirpal might have taken during his military campaigns in the region. In
addition to informative accounts of the landscape, he also described and mapped several
archaeological sites, which forms the first survey of this kind in the Zagros.
During the 1920s, bronze artifacts began to flood the antiquities markets and it
soon became clear that these came from undocumented, commercial excavations in
Luristan.118 Travelers had largely ignored this region because of the ruggedness of its
landscape and its minimal political and economic importance, but the quest for Luristan
bronzes brought it to the attention of archaeologists. A. Stein had traveled through
Central Asia in the context of the political rivalry between the British Empire and Russia.
This same rivalry brought him to Iran in the 1930s. His account of his travels and many
archaeological soundings in mounded sites from Fars to northwest Iran is still the most
detailed source on how to navigate the vast mountainous zone of western Iran with the
location and accessibility of land routes and intermontane valleys.119 Travel into poor and
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isolated areas of Iran was weary as can be gleaned from Stein’s remark: “I could not help
feeling glad that I was not called upon to face the heat and the brackish water of the poor
barren villages in crossing the wastes of Laristan.”120 Fortunately, other archaeologists
active in the region felt differently and embraced the pioneering work and adventure.
Notable among them was E. Schmidt who directed the Holmes Expedition to Luristan,
which not only conducted excavations at several sites, but also documented life in the
region through photography, including aerial photos taken from the expedition’s
airplane.121 This resurgence in archaeological exploration was cut short by the onset of
the second World War, but the British military continued to map the region in great detail
to ensure advantages on the ground for its troops. The manuals for Iraq and Iran produced
by the British Naval Intelligence Division are today invaluable sources because they offer
detailed accounts of the landscape, history, and ways of life.122
II.3.2 Ethnographic studies
The boom of archaeological fieldwork in the Zagros Mountains during the 1960s
and 70s took place at a time of a paradigm shift in archaeology with a new focus on
socioeconomic practices. Deeply rooted in neo-evolutionary thinking, archaeologists
came to rely on ethnographic information gathered among contemporary tribal groups to
reconstruct ways of life in the past.123 This had a profound impact on the interpretation of
archaeological datasets resulting in a narrative, dominant to this day, that describes
ancient Zagros communities at least since the Chalcolithic period as relying on pastoral
nomadism and adopting a tribal social and political structure. Following the pioneering
work of F. Barth, who spent years with the tribes of the Zagros and south Iran,124 several
anthropologists continued this work documenting a way of life that since then has largely
disappeared as a result of economic development.125 These studies provided massive
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amounts of information about daily life, economic practices, social organization, and
ritual practice that would proof invaluable for the archaeological study of nomadism.126
II.3.3 The assumed primacy of pastoral nomadism and tribal structures
During the 19th and 20th century, when European and American travelers visited
the Zagros Mountains and anthropologists and archaeologists interacted closely with the
local population, the region was inhabited by large, nomadic tribes that politically
dominated the few permanent settlements dispersed throughout the mostly desolate
valleys. It is then no surprise that archaeologists projected this situation back in the past
and interpreted their data accordingly.
This understanding of Zagros peoples as nomadic tribes also shaped the narrative
of the early political history of Iran. P. Amiet’s seminal 1986 study describes the history
of Elam (in its broadest sense) as an interaction between the sedentary lowland states of
Mesopotamia and the highland nomadic tribes of the Iranian highlands.127 This notion of
duality and opposition has had an enormous influence in the study of ancient Iran and
many studies today continue to build upon this model without much critical reflection.128
A. Alizadeh expanded on this model by putting the economic model of pastoral
nomadism at the center of Iranian ancient history and framing Elamite civilization
primarily as a confederation of nomadic tribes in direct parallel with such political
constellations of modern Iranian history.129
A considerable part of Zagros archaeology has revolved around tracing the origins
of pastoralism.130 Most archaeologists would place the emergence of nomadic
pastoralism in the Zagros region in the later part of the Chalcolithic period (ca. fifthfourth millennium BCE).131 The argument for this date is based on observations of
changes in the archaeological record. Most importantly, the limited available evidence
shows the appearance of ephemeral sites (cave sites and open camp sites) as well as
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communal cemeteries away from settlements.132 In addition, E. Henrickson argued that
the wide distribution of pottery styles across different parts of the Zagros Mountains
could indicate a high degree of mobility of communities.133
It is only very recently that a few scholars have begun to push back against the
notion of the primacy of pastoral nomadism. In a comprehensive study of the history of
nomadism in Iran, D. Potts exposed how little actual evidence underlies this model and
instead argues that full pastoral nomadism could only have been introduced in Iran with
the immigration of nomads from Central Asia.134 Even more, he emphatically argues that
the tribal confederations of recent history were historically contingent on the state and
market infrastructure of the modern age. This is supported by a recent study of the history
of pastoralism in Anatolia by E. Hammer and B. Arbuckle.135 As it turns out, when
looking at the actual archaeological and historical evidence, these do not support the
presence of large, complex nomadic tribes in ancient history. Rather, because of a lack of
fieldwork and severe lacunae in our knowledge, the concept of the nomad is a useful
trope to fill in gaps in our narratives and to explain the otherwise enigmatic emergence of
historically attested political entities. Furthermore, Hammer and Arbuckle expose how
archaeologists interested in the societies of the mountains of the ancient Near East rely
exclusively on an adaptationist model that assumes that pastoral nomadism is a natural
and automatically emerging adaptation to the distinct ecology of mountainous
landscapes.136 This adaptationist approach not only ignores the immense variability of the
economic strategies at the disposal of mountainous communities and the environment of
these landscapes. It also creates a premise that never requires to be demonstrated, but
instead creates an internal logic that is intolerant of alternative interpretations.
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Part of this discussion comes down to terminology, although it would be false to
state that terminology is the major reason for the disagreement between scholars such as
Potts, Hammer, and Arbuckle versus Hole, Alizadeh, and most archaeologists active in
the Zagros region. Generally, these scholars have been clear about their definition of
pastoral nomadism, even when they use different nomenclature. Alizadeh articulated
most clearly the approach of understanding ancient Zagros societies as nomadic by
explicitly connecting their economic strategies and social structure to “contemporary
Zagros agropastoralists”, in which pastoral nomadism is an adaptation that naturally
emerges within this mountainous landscape.137 In contrast, Potts and Hammer &
Arbuckle emphasize the need to disentangle pastoralism and nomadism/mobility, and
reject the applicability of the ethnographic record for reconstructing the ancient past.138
By differentiating between a subsistence strategy of pastoralism, i.e. herding
domesticated animals, and an adaptive strategy of nomadism, i.e. a high-degree of longdistance mobility of a community, the long development of any combination of these
strategies in response to the landscape, historical and political conditions, and economic
opportunities or necessities, can be traced in great detail. In other words, while both Potts
and Hammer & Arbuckle reject the existence during the Chalcolithic and Early Bronze
Age of pastoral nomadism, i.e. communities who have become completely dependent on
animal herding as a subsistence strategy and the need to migrate the herds between
seasonal pastures, they of course do not deny the importance of pastoralism itself in the
ancient world in light of abundant evidence for the large-scale exploitation of
domesticated animals already since the Neolithic.139 Before the development of full
nomadic adaptations, pastoralism was conducted either in pastures within the territory of
a settlement or as “herdsman husbandry” by a few individuals who herd the animals to
more distant pastures.140 The occurrence of ephemeral campsites in the Zagros Mountains
dating to the Chalcolithic and Bronze Age can then be explained by the presence of a few
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individuals who were performing an economic task for a settled community. For anyone
who has visited caves in the Zagros region today, the presence of small structures and
heaps of trash left behind by a single shepherd is a familiar sight and demonstrates that
such remains should not be interpreted as evidence for large, nomadic tribes.
This very brief discussion of the debate about ancient nomadic pastoralism in the
Zagros region shows that the issue remains unresolved. The available archaeological
record is too patchy and ambiguous to decide the debate. This dissertation contributes to
the debate by analyzing in detail the development of settlement patterns from the
Chalcolithic to the Early Bronze Age, a period during which many archaeologists argue
Zagros societies shifted from settled agricultural villages to mobile ways of life. The case
studies of Kani Shaie, and especially the Mahi Dasht Survey Project, laid out in chapters
V and VI, strongly suggest that there was continuity in sedentary, agricultural societies,
but that settlements of this period had been largely missed during earlier surveys.
II. 3.4 The present state of Zagros studies
This brief discussion of the present state of studies of the Zagros region and
ancient societies in mountainous landscapes more generally reveals that longstanding
paradigms are currently heavily under attack. Building on the work of the pioneering
archaeologists and anthropologists who developed the model based on the primacy of
nomadic pastoralism and tribalism at a time when no other interpretational framework
was available, currently a new generation of scholars is reevaluating the evidence and
exploring alternative models for interpreting the archaeological and historical datasets at
our disposal. At present, there is no coherent body of theoretical literature on highlandlowland studies or ancient mountain studies, but instead we are witnessing the emergence
of an eclectic set of approaches in an attempt to push our understanding of these ancient
communities forward. Central to the discussion is the overreliance on a dichotomy,
frequently phrased in antagonistic terms, that all too often is anchored in a better grasp of
developments in lowland societies. This dissertation aims to contribute to the ongoing
debate by adopting a highland perspective with the understanding that “the highlands” are
an incredibly diverse region that cannot be reduced to a single unit of analysis. With the
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assumption that ancient communities maintained frequent interaction during the period
under consideration, which is rooted in archaeological evidence, the central question of
this dissertation asks how communities in such a heterogeneous and fractured landscape
maintained social ties with each other. Long distance interaction between societies in the
lowlands, the mountains, and the Iranian highlands could not have bypassed the Zagros
communities. Rather than asking how societies as distant from each other as
Mesopotamia and Central Asia maintained interaction, this dissertation explores the
mechanism of interaction in one transect of this interregional network. This multiscalar
approach reveals how local and regional networks facilitated the distribution of materials
over a longer distance, but also that the motivation and structure of these lower scale
networks are distinctly local.
II.4 Research Questions and Hypotheses
II.4.1 Research questions
The degree of pastoral nomadism in ancient Zagros communities is a recurring
theme in this dissertation and it has been a major focus of Zagros archaeology. At its
core, the traditional assumption of the primacy of pastoral nomadism as an economic
adaptation to the Zagros landscape and a resulting tribal sociopolitical organization takes
verticality as the primary structuring principle of societies inhabiting these hills and
mountains. In large part, this is the result of ethnographic observations and difficulties
imagining alternative forms of socioeconomic organization in this landscape, especially
considering that much of archaeological interpretation during the 1960 and 70s was
inspired by environmental determinism. As discussed in chapter V, difficulties in
identifying the material culture of certain periods, methodological issues with detecting
smaller sites in a mountainous landscape, and observed fluctuations in settlement
densities contributed to the notion that ancient Zagros societies, especially beginning in
the Chalcolithic period, rapidly adopted a nomadic, tribal lifestyle. This widely accepted
view has only recently been challenged, especially by D. Potts who insists that the
archaeological record itself does not support or at the very least does not necessitate a
model of full pastoral nomadic tribes and that an overreliance on ethnographically
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derived models is highly problematic considering millennia of profound technological,
economic, and cultural changes. Therefore, the first big question addressed in this
dissertation asks whether there was a shift to nomadism or a radical demographic
decline during the Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age.
A second theme in this dissertation concerns the interaction networks that
connected communities over long distances. The study of interregional interaction in
southwest Asia has overwhelmingly focused on long-distance exchange at the expense of
reconstructing movement through landscapes and interaction among communities on a
regional level. It is now well established that by the second half of the fourth millennium
BCE, in the Late Chalcolithic period, materials and goods were moved over long
distances through a network that encompassed eastern Anatolia, Mesopotamia, and the
Iranian Plateau, resulting in the wide distribution of sets of material culture. This
dissertation is not concerned with the mechanisms of the spread of the so-called Uruk
phenomenon, but rather it asks how Zagros communities responded to the collapse of
the Uruk network and the resulting large-scale changes in interregional interaction.
During the Uruk period (ca. 4000-3100 BCE), the diffusion of raw material was
paralleled by the spread of a material culture including ceramics, architecture, and
administrative technology, but during the first centuries of the Early Bronze Age (ca.
3100-2500 BCE) highly regionalized archaeological cultures emerged that do not display
much interaction despite the continued distribution of raw materials as demonstrated by
Quenet and Wilkinson.141
Rather than approaching this transition as complete social and economic collapse,
this dissertation explores how communities responded to changes in interaction networks.
Considering the highly fragmented nature of the mountainous landscape of the Zagros
region and physical as well as seasonal restrictions to mobility, the question becomes
which strategies did these communities adopt to maintain access to dispersed
resources.
II.4.2 Hypotheses
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As the study of mountainous populations in the past and today demonstrates, there
is an enormous variety in socioeconomic organization adopted by such communities.
Here I present three main strategies that Zagros communities could have employed to
exploit their environment and maintain access to a range of resources following the
collapse of the Late Chalcolithic network. These are heuristic categories that serve as
hypotheses that can be tested against the archaeological record.
Ia. Small Group Autarky
Following the collapse of an interregional interaction network that ensured the
flow of goods, people, and ideas for centuries, communities may have had to fall back on
what was available to them locally. In such a scenario, we might expect a pattern similar
to earlier periods, such as the Late Neolithic and Early Chalcolithic, with agricultural
villages engaging in small-scale economic activities that target nearby resources (e.g.
farming surrounding land and maintaining small herds in nearby pastures). Part of this
scenario could entail the dispersing of a previously nucleated population resulting in a
settlement pattern of dispersed small villages and perhaps a degree of demographic
decline with emigration of part of the population to prospering regions (e.g. south
Mesopotamian cities). In other words, this scenario entails a complete breakdown of Late
Chalcolithic society in the Zagros region.
Ib. Large Group Autarky
Alternatively, longstanding social and cultural ties could have maintained larger
constellations of communities cooperating and reorganizing. Having the resource of a
larger population, these societies could exploit larger territories that encompassed
different resources and ecological zones. This scenario would result in the formation of
clearly defined territories and possibly competition with other large groups. This model is
related to the vertical complementarity concept of the Andes region in which societies
maintain a territory stretched vertically in order to maintain access and circulation of the
resources of different ecological zones. For the Zagros region, societies could have
developed along the parallel tributaries of the Tigris River, which would facilitate
movement and transport while providing access to the full range of ecological zones from
the low plains to the highest intermontane valleys. As a result, we would expect the
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different cultural zones of the Early Bronze Age to be stretched vertically, or in the
Zagros case west-east. In addition, this model would also allow the formation of larger
pastoral nomadic tribes that seasonally migrate between the lowlands and the high valleys
for pasture and to obtain different resources. Even within such a model there would be a
need for settlements to maintain a supply of agricultural goods.
II. Risk-Buffering Strategy
In order to ensure survival during difficult years or uninterrupted access to nonlocal resources, communities dispersed throughout the Zagros region could have
maintained a local and regional interaction network. Such a strategy would allow
communities to diversify and rely on exchange with other communities for certain goods
and services, even allowing a degree of specialization to increase trade potential
(including pastoralism). This model sees communities maintaining small territories
engaging in down-the-line-exchange, possibly through fixed points of interaction located
between major environmental zones. The main difference with the model of small group
autarky is continued interaction among dispersed communities rather than a complete
breakdown of intercommunity social ties. As a result, this model would also not
necessarily entail a major demographic decline, but rather a socioeconomic
reorganization and a realignment of networks.
III. Interaction Sphere
In the third model, there was no breakdown of interaction, but Zagros societies
responded to the decline of the Late Chalcolithic interregional interaction network by
developing their own institutions to facilitate cooperation and exchange within the region.
Following centuries of access to a wide range of resources (e.g. metals), these had
become indispensable. Therefore, if the supply was drying up, communities could have
taken the initiative to find new ways to secure continued access. In this model, there is no
demographic decline, but rather a realignment of existing communities and the
development of an interaction sphere within the Zagros region. In order to increase the
opportunities for exchange, communities would have maximized the potential of their
immediate environment. Rather than seeking to obtain access to distant resources
directly, this model postulates the continued development of societies within relatively
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large territories that maintained frequent interaction with neighboring societies to
exchange resources not available locally.
II.4.3 The Zagros Interaction Sphere
Chapter VIII will evaluate these different models in light of the archaeological
and historical evidence laid out in chapters IV through VII. There I will propose that the
transition from the Late Chalcolithic to the Early Bronze Age was a development from
model II, the risk-buffering strategy, to model III, the interaction sphere. I will argue that
following the collapse of the Uruk network, which allowed the movement of goods and
people across cultural and environmental zones, Zagros communities relied on their
social ties with neighboring communities to develop cooperative networks to compensate
for the loss of access and sharing/exchanging of resources. Such local organization would
expand, while interaction with other communities would have naturally occurred
horizontally following the northwest-southeast corridors of the Zagros folds, much as it
did in the Neolithic and Chalcolithic periods. Common traditions and socioeconomic
organization to exploit similar environments along such horizontal axes would facilitate
interaction and the sharing of cultural practices. Communities that were located at the
border of ecological zones would have been positioned to facilitate access to different
resources dispersed across ecological-altitudinal zones. Eventually this system developed
into an institutionalized regional interaction sphere with distinct cultural zones aligning
with socioeconomic practices spread across similar ecological-altitudinal zones. Access
to non-locally available resources would have been organized through periodic gatherings
of members of different cultural zones at sites in the interstitial spaces.
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III. Historical Sources and Historical Geography
This chapter provides an overview and critical analysis of historical information
derived from ancient textual records regarding the lands east of the Tigris River up to the
Zagros Mountains (Fig. III.1). A discussion of the available sources and their value for a
reconstruction of a history of the third millennium BCE follows. The section concludes
with a summarized treatment of the relative (and to a lesser degree absolute) regional
chronology since no historical reconstruction can be produced without taking a position
in the ongoing debates on the duration of periods and contemporaneity and sequence of
rulers and events. Overall, I will follow the most recent conventional framework
established as part of the ARCANE project.142 The next part of this chapter discusses in
some detail the historical geography of the region. Such discussion demonstrates that the
Trans-Tigridian and Zagros world was home to a myriad of peoples, lands, kingdoms,
and cities that had a long history with a uniquely indigenous trajectory. Only during the
time of Mesopotamian expansion under the Akkadian and Ur III kings do these eastern
lands appear in the available textual sources as fully formed ethnic and political entities.
Placing these peoples and lands on the map also provides a historical framework to which
we can relate the archaeological record discussed in Chapter V. Finally, this chapter
concludes with a synthetic analysis of the local historical trajectories in the eastern
regions of the Mesopotamian world and the overarching historical developments in the
context of the wider ancient Near East of the Early Bronze Age.
III.1 Historical Sources for the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros Regions
Indigenous historical sources for the lands and peoples east of the Tigris are
extremely sparse.143 The earliest known records composed by indigenous people of the
eastern mountainous lands are inscriptions by Gutian rulers, but even these rulers resided
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in Mesopotamia and adopted local customs. The label “Gutian” might merely indicate an
ethnic and ancestral identity for these men. The first real indigenous historical records are
inscriptions of Puzur-Inšušinak, the last ruler of the dynasty of Awan, based at Susa.144
These texts were written both in Akkadian and in a local Elamite language and script
(Linear Elamite). The origin of this script remains obscure, but it could have had a longer
history on the Iranian Plateau.145 Interactions with the Ur III state encouraged some local
rulers or governors to put their name in writing on cylinder seals (cf. infra). It is only
following the end of the Ur III state when local polities reemerged throughout the TransTigridian and Zagros regions and indigenous rulers composed their own inscriptions. The
history of the Old Elamite kingdom of the Šimaški and Sukkalmah dynasties is known
mainly through their inscriptions and administrative records, even though these are far
fewer in number than what was produced in contemporary Mesopotamia. Further north,
the Trans-Tigridian kingdoms of Simurrum and Lullubum left a few rock reliefs with
inscriptions listing their victories and marking the extent of their hegemony. The paucity
of this corpus of indigenous records gives the impression that societies east of the Tigris
were largely illiterate or disinterested in written communication. However, the discovery
of Old Babylonian archives at the sites of Shemshara in the Rania Plain and Chogha
Gavaneh in Islamabad-e Gharb demonstrate that at least beginning in the early second
millennium BCE there were scribes in the region to maintain administration and written
communication. The rock relief inscriptions of the rulers of Simurrum and Lullubum (cf.
infra) could also signal that these kingdoms had scribes in their service. Nevertheless, at
present there is no evidence for traditions of writing in these eastern lands before the Ur
III period.
Excluded from this discussion so far is the Old Akkadian archive of Gasur (Nuzi).
This city was located between the Lower Zab and the Diyala/Sirwan River, in the vicinity
of present-day Kirkuk. These texts are a valuable resource for the early history of the
Trans-Tigridian region, but the administrative records and perhaps even the city itself
were part of an Akkadian outpost in the newly conquered territories.
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Another source from the Old Akkadian period that needs to be mentioned here is
the Naram-Suen treaty found at Susa and written in the Elamite language.146 The tablet
itself is poorly preserved and the name of the Elamite ruler and his kingdom are broken
off.147 Nevertheless, this document is evidence for a local kingdom maintaining
independence from the Akkadian Empire and the need for Naram-Suen to use diplomacy
rather than military strength. It also demonstrates that this indigenous kingdom, most
likely Awan, already used Elamite as its official language and that scribes had adapted
the cuneiform script to the language and had established conventions to write it down.
For more detailed information about the lands and peoples east of the Tigris, we
need to rely on Mesopotamian sources. Undoubtedly this reflects a discrepancy in the
intensity of fieldwork in Mesopotamia and the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros regions.
Nevertheless, it seems reasonable to assume that these eastern lands did not develop the
same degree of literacy and written administrative practices as their Mesopotamian
contemporaries given the predominant adoption of Akkadian in occasional written
sources rather than local languages and the fact that known indigenous sources only
appear following the Akkadian and Ur III conquests. The lack of indigenous written
sources is also reflected by the fact that many of the eastern cities and lands first appear
in sources from the Old Akkadian and Ur III periods when Mesopotamian conquests of
the east first engaged closely with those kingdoms. Whether the lack of indigenous
written sources is a matter of lower degrees of social complexity and urbanization or a
cultural difference remains to be established through archaeology (see Chapter V). As we
will see, Mesopotamian records demonstrate the existence of cities and powerful political
entities east of the Tigris well before the Akkadian Empire.
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Mesopotamian sources for the history of the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros regions
consist of three sets of data. The most direct information comes through historical
inscriptions and year names of Mesopotamian rulers, beginning already during the Early
Dynastic period (ED). These can be either contemporary or later copies.148 The second
source, while indirect, is the most reliable and objective. Administrative records
document individuals visiting, inhabiting, or brought as captives to Mesopotamia.
Personal names provide a valuable source for the diversity of languages at the time.149
The texts also use geographic names to identify the origin of individuals, to record
deliveries and booty from foreign lands, and to determine the destination and origin of
messengers and diplomats. A third source of information is less reliable, but often crucial
to reconstruct the history and determine the location of eastern kingdoms and cities.
Literary texts, both contemporary and later compositions or copies, frequently discuss
interactions of Mesopotamians with foreign lands and individuals. The historicity of these
narratives can not be taken at face value, but they still offer valuable geographical
information. All these sources have been discussed in great detail numerous times and
will only be referenced briefly here, but they will be used throughout this chapter.150
III.1.1 Historical inscriptions and year names
1.1.1 Early Dynastic period (ED)
An inscription of Enmebaragesi of Kiš is the earliest Mesopotamian royal
inscription documenting military activities in the east, against Elam. Interestingly, this
inscription confirms his entry in the Sumerian King List, providing at least some
historicity to this literary source (cf. infra). Additional fragmentary inscriptions from the
ED IIIA period likewise document skirmishes with eastern polities, such as Hamazi.151
By the ED IIIB period, interactions between Babylonia and the eastern lands intensified.
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Eannatum of Lagaš in particular was very active in his military campaigns against
Elamite polities and as far northeast as Subartu.152
1.1.2 Old Akkadian period and post-Akkadian period
Historical information for the eastern lands increases beginning with the Old
Akkadian period. The Akkadian kings were very active in all directions, but their main
focus was northern Mesopotamia (especially along the Euphrates and in the Khabur
region) and southwest Iran.153 The most famous monument, the Naram-Suen victory
stele, documents his campaign against the land of Lullubum, but does not otherwise
provide historical information. More importantly is the evidence for a Subarean revolt
against Naram-Suen in the second half of his reign. His main adversaries in the northeast
appear to have been Azuhinum, which appears in one of his year names. His campaigns
far to the northeast are confirmed by the inscriptions discovered at Bassetki and Pir
Hussein along the Upper Tigris River.154 Numerous inscriptions and year names record
campaigns and diplomatic interactions with lands to the southeast. Most noteworthy is
the document mentioned above of the time of Naram-Suen found at Susa that is the
earliest known record written in Elamite and is a treaty with a highland ruler, possibly of
Awan.155
Records for the decades following the collapse of the Akkadian Empire are
scarce. This is unfortunate since at this time much of Mesopotamia was under control of
the eastern Guti and the Awanite king Puzur-Inšušinak. The best evidence for these rulers
comes primarily from their inscriptions.156 Additional information about the TransTigridian and Zagros regions comes from the rich corpus of inscriptions of Gudea of
Lagaš who engaged intensely with Elamite polities.157
1.1.3 Ur III period
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Historical inscriptions from the Ur III period are scarcer, but the year names of
the Ur III kings provide a rich corpus of sources on the lands east of the Tigris, which
was their main focus.158 A series of major historical inscriptions that should be mentioned
here come from the time of Šu-Suen, preserved through Old Babylonian copies, which
record a large uprising of Subarean lands and Šimaški.159
1.1.4 Old Babylonian period
The first major indigenous sources for the history of the Trans-Tigridian region
are the inscriptions of Anubanini, king of Lullubum, and Iddi(n)-Sin and Zabazuna, kings
of Simurrum.160 There is little information about Anubanini of Lullubum. His relief and
inscription at Sar-i Pol-e Zohab does not give any historical information, but it
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demonstrates the territorial extent of his hegemony at some time during his reign.161
Iddi(n)-Sin of Simurrum is better known through a series of inscriptions and a seal
impression. His relief at Sar-i Pol-e Zohab is poorly preserved. Even though the first
section of the relief that would include his name is not preserved, there are enough
similarities in phrasing and god lists with other Iddi(n)-Sin inscriptions to secure this
identification.162 Furthermore, the inscription mentions the defeat of Anubanini.
Anubanini is almost certainly the enemy depicted being crushed by Iddi(n)-Sin.163 The
relationship between Anubanini and Iddi(n)-Sin has recently become clear with the
publication of the Haladiny Inscription of Iddi(n)-Sin that describes a long list of
victories, including one against Anubanini.164 The northern conquests of Iddi(n)-Sin are
documented in four rock inscriptions from Betwate near the Rania Plain.165 The actual
relief from Betwate was illegally removed and eventually acquired by the Israel Museum
in Jerusalem in 1971.166 This relief has imagery that is almost identical to three of the
Sar-i Pol-e Zohab reliefs, one of which is now certainly of Iddi(n)-Sin. The only major
difference with the Anubanini relief is the lack of a beard. The Jerusalem inscription
documents Iddi(n)-Sin’s battle against the land of Kakmum and the conquest of the city
of Kulunnum near which the relief and inscriptions were apparently set up. The other
three inscriptions are virtually identical, but dedicated to different deities. These
inscriptions are also in the name of Iddi(n)-Sin, but were set up to commemorate the
crushing of a revolt of Kulunnum against his son Zabazuna.167
III.1.2 Administrative records and letters
1.2.1 Early Dynastic period
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A recent overview of ED archives providing information about ancient geography
shows that south Mesopotamian cities knew about and maintained some degree of
interaction with Trans-Tigridian and Susiana polities.168 Still, the activities of Sumerian
rulers and city-states were predominantly local and restricted to the southern alluvium
with only occasional commercial interaction with distant cities or military campaigns
against those polities, usually border skirmishes. The location of south Mesopotamian
cities in the alluvium determined the direction of interaction to a large degree. While the
city-states of Lagaš and Umma interacted mainly with localities in the Susiana and the
Persian Gulf, more northern places such as Adab and Nippur refer more often to Subartu
and the Amorite lands. Most notably, the large ED IIIB archives from Girsu in the state
of Lagaš from the decades preceding Lugalzagesi’s and Sargon’s conquests record travel
and trade between this southern city-state and Susa as well as the eastern mountain lands
neighboring Susa.169 This contact is also confirmed archaeologically with the presence of
imported vessels from the central Zagros region in an administrative and craft production
complex at the site of al-Hiba, ancient Lagaš.170
The earliest source that explicitly deals with geography and itineraries is the ED
Geographical List (ED III), copies of which were found at both Abu Salabikh and Ebla in
Syria. This is a lexical text, but is here included with the administrative records
considering that they likely served as part of scribal training and to keep track of the
geographical organization in which the state operated. Given the early date of these lists,
the context and geographical names are not always easy to reconstruct or connect to the
better-known cities and lands of later periods.171 Nevertheless, the lists clearly
demonstrate that cities and lands attested in later sources were already active and within
the geopolitical sphere of Early Dynastic Mesopotamia despite not being mentioned in
administrative records or historical inscriptions. As we will see, this is also confirmed by
the archaeological record, for example the discovery of a seal impression of a late ED I
Mesopotamian or Susian cylinder seal at Kani Shaie (cf. Chapter V).
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A major source for the historical geography and to some extent early history of
the Trans-Tigridian region is the royal archive from Ebla dated to just before Sargon of
Akkad’s conquests.172 Interestingly, the main city east of the Tigris in the Ebla archives is
Hamazi, which is also listed as a major power during the third millennium BCE in the
Sumerian King List.
1.2.2 Old Akkadian period and post-Akkadian period
The geographical scope and intensity of direct interregional interaction increased
during the Old Akkadian period.173 Maintenance of these interactions appears to have
been the task of a few centers, each with a specific focus, but tapped into the entire
network. Adab was one of the most important urban centers in the Akkadian Empire with
contacts in all directions, possibly as a result of its central location on the south
Mesopotamian alluvium: northwest to the region of Ebla; southeast to Elam and Marhaši;
east to Gutium; north-northeast to Subartu and Lullubum; and south to the Persian Gulf
and Meluhha. Not surprisingly given the province’s southeastern location on the
alluvium, Girsu/Lagaš remained crucial for interaction with southwestern Iran (Anšan,
Marhaši, Adamdun, Susa, Pašime, Gara.NE.NE, Urua, Huhnuri, Kimaš), but it was also
connected to Subartu (Gasur, Madga, Lullubum, Mardu, Simurrum) and the Persian Gulf
(Dilmun, Magan, Meluhha).174 Even after the collapse of the Akkadian Empire
Girsu/Lagaš maintained this transregional network, attested both in administrative
records and the historical inscriptions of Gudea. Susa was a crucial overland connection
between Mesopotamia and the Iranian Highlands via the Zagros Piedmont route (Awal,
Der, Mardu, Lullubum, Iri-sagrig). The urban center of Umma, not far from Girsu/Lagaš,
was mainly connected to the east (Susa, Urua, Pašime, Kimaš, and Gutium), but also to
the northeast via the Zagros Piedmont route (Der, Mardu, Gasur, Lullubum).
Other urban centers, small and large, kept a local focus and connections within
the immediate region. Ešnunna was connected to the northwest (Ebla, Mari), the
southeast via the Zagros Piedmont route (Der, Elam), and the northeast (Gutium,
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Subartu). The Trans-Tigridian center Gasur was an Akkadian outpost to administer the
local region and as such only had connections with places such as Aššur (another
Akkadian outpost on the Tigris River), Awal, Hamazi, Lullubum, Simurrum, and
northern Babylonia.175 Tell al-Sulaimah, identified as ancient Awal, was in the same
region and also had a regional focus with Batir, Hamazi, Madga, and Namar.176 While the
main urban centers provide important information regarding the reach of the Akkadian
Empire and their directional focus within this network, the local archives are crucial for
the location of cities and lands both through presence within the local focus of the
administration and the absence of cities and lands that fell outside their scope.
1.2.3 Ur III period
The Ur III period is one of the best-documented periods in ancient Mesopotamian
history due to the extensive bureaucratic system put in place by Šulgi. These records
provide information about the local and empire-wide organization of the Ur III state,
individual and dynastic histories, the composition of the population, and ancient
geography. Countless studies of these records and archives have been conducted and
many more documents remain unpublished. In this chapter, the Ur III records often
provide the earliest detailed information, especially regarding historical geography. These
sources come from a wide range of Mesopotamian, Trans-Tigridian, and southwest
Iranian sites and they will be referenced when appropriate. A complete discussion here is
outside the scope of this dissertation.177
1.2.4 Old Babylonian period
While outside the chronological scope of this study, Old Babylonian records often
provide crucial geographical information that is lacking from earlier sources. It is
sufficient here to discuss briefly two archives from the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros
region. First of all, the archive from Tell Shemshara in the Rania Plain, synchronous with
the reign of Šamši-Adad of Aššur, in many ways revolutionized our understanding of
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Near Eastern history. Its discovery illustrated the spread of Mesopotamian written
administrative practices into the Zagros Mountains during the early second millennium
BCE and that the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros regions were home to powerful polities that
were major players on the geopolitical scene.178
Similarly, the surprising discovery of an Old Babylonian archive from Chogha
Gavaneh in the Pusht-i Kuh within the city of Islamabad-e Gharb has provided
unprecedented evidence for local administrative practices.179 The badly worn archive was
discovered within a Neo-Assyrian architectural complex (possibly as fill), but dates to the
late Isin-Larsa period or perhaps the time of Hammurabi. The texts document a purely
local redistributive economy dealing with agricultural and pastoral activities. An
important individual in the archive is a man named Bel-šunu who was the recipient of
deliveries and possibly the owner of the archive. At least once, he is named “man of
Palum”, which suggests that this was the ancient name of the site (to my knowledge
otherwise unattested). A seal impression of Bel-šunu names him as “son of Daqtum,
servant of Inib-šarri”. Both Daqtum and Inib-šarri were women. A cylinder seal found
together with the archive has the inscription “Šemitum, daughter of Nuriri, servant of
Adad”. Note again that the owner is a woman and that she describes herself as daughter
of another woman, Nuriri. Appropriately, this woman appears to be depicted on the seal
approaching the god Adad. Beckman also observed that the sign use of the inscription fits
more with those known from Elam, rather than Mesopotamia.180 Still, based on the facts
that almost all the names (including theophoric elements) are Akkadian, the writing of the
texts is similar to practices documented in the Lower Diyala in the Old Babylonian
period, and that the few known place names in the texts are in the Diyala/Sirwan River
region, Beckman and Steinkeller assume that the archive must have been part of a
Mesopotamian enclave in the Zagros region, likely from the kingdom of Ešnunna.181
Such an assumption might stem from a conviction that the region was otherwise excluded
from Mesopotamian cultural and administrative practices, so that any evidence for local
complex socioeconomic organization must be evidence for the presence of
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Mesopotamians. However, the population of the nearby city of Der, an independent
polity at the time and at the very edge of Mesopotamia at the foothills of the Zagros
Mountains, also bore Akkadian names. Furthermore, the prominence of women as
attested by the seal impression of Bel-šunu and the seal of Šemitum, as well as the sign
use on her seal, are atypical for Mesopotamia, but more similar to the Elamite world.182
The connection to places such as Der, Niqqum, and Me-Turran, as well as the inclusion
of the geographical name Namar (cf. infra) in some personal names, should be no
surprise considering the proximity and natural routes to these Trans-Tigridian cities. The
archive itself deals with a strictly local administration managing nearby fields and locally
owned flocks of sheep and goats. Therefore, it is not necessary to assume this was a
Mesopotamian colony. Instead this town (Palum?) might have been a local center in the
Ilam region of Pusht-i Kuh on one of the access routes through the western reaches of the
Zagros Mountains. Unfortunately, the lack of secure archaeological contexts
contemporary with the archive make it difficult to draw final conclusions. At the very
least, the proximity of the site to the city of Der and the Piedmont route that connects the
Diyala with the Susiana currently provides sufficient explanation for cultural connections
in those directions.
III.1.3 Literary texts
1.3.1 Early Dynastic period
Not really a literary text, but still part of the scribal tradition, are the important ED
Geographical Lists known from Abu Salabikh and Ebla. Presumably the lists were
composed as part of the scribal curriculum. The need to compose lists of geographical
locations and establish a uniform orthography indicates that scribes-in-training would
need these names in their professions, presumably for administrative purposes and/or to
transcribe letters. These list numerous cities across Mesopotamia and, more importantly
for the present study, in the Trans-Tigridian region. The sequence of the cities in the list
might reflect itineraries, but considering that these lists are ancient and often contain
different writings of place names known better from later periods, it is difficult to
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interpret them.183 Their importance lies mainly in the fact that these are the first historical
attestations of many Trans-Tigridian cities.184 They demonstrate more than any other
source from this period that Babylonia did indeed engage with northern and northeastern
polities and that these cities maintained commercial and diplomatic ties over long
distances. In other words, these lists strongly suggest that a complex indigenous
development of political constellations, which reflect larger scale diplomatic and
commercial networks, was at play during the third millennium even though at present we
have almost no historical evidence for it. When the Akkadian and Ur III kings ventured
into these northern regions and even managed to establish military and political
hegemony over these lands, they encountered powerful polities with a long history of
their own.
1.3.2 Old Akkadian period
From this period we do not have good literary sources, but later traditions did
remember numerous events that were either preserved through oral traditions or could
have already been written down at this time. Ancient Mesopotamians were well aware of
the impact of the Akkadian dynasty on their history. A large body of literary texts
developed about the lives and feats of the Akkadian kings, especially Sargon and NaramSuen. These texts mainly include fictitious events, but they could also have included oral
traditions as memories of a distant past.185
1.3.3 Ur III period
A major source for the early political history of Mesopotamia is the so-called
Sumerian King List (SKL).186 Relevant for our discussion is the mention of the eastern
cities Hamazi and Awan who are said to have exercised kingship over Babylonia some
time during ED III. Even if these polities might not actually have ruled over all of
Babylonia, their inclusion in the SKL demonstrates that they assumed a historical
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importance and a position of political power in the worldview and historiographic
traditions of Mesopotamian states. Additional king lists supplement our knowledge of the
political history of the third millennium BCE. The Awan King List and the Šimaški King
List, found together on one tablet from the site of Susa, provide lists of indigenous
highland rulers.187 Debate about the validity of these king lists are still ongoing, but they
provide the framework for our understanding of Mesopotamian political history that at
times is confirmed by the discovery of inscriptions by rulers mentioned in these lists.
1.3.4 Second millennium texts
Many of the historical inscriptions that provide the information summarized in
this chapter are derived from copies made during the Old Babylonian period. Scribes
during this period recorded the inscriptions of rulers made on statues and stele that were
still standing in the major temples of Babylonia.188 In addition to these direct sources, a
literary tradition developed already during the Ur III period, but known mainly from later
periods, that remembered the events and feats of the Akkadian Empire, especially of its
rulers Sargon and Naram-Suen. Similarly, Sumerian poems and hymns recorded the
major accomplishments and events of ancient rulers. Unfortunately these sources are not
reliable and include anachronistic elements and ideological distortions.189 On the other
hand, at least the geographical information in these texts is extremely valuable.
III.1.4 Chronology
The intense debate on absolute and relative chronology for the second half of the
third millennium BCE has recently been summarized in great detail and does not need
repeating here.190 However, a few points need to be discussed as they are referenced
throughout the text and have a bearing on the relation between textual sources and the
archaeological record.
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Sallaberger and Schrakamp recently compiled the main arguments and recently
published data from radiocarbon and dendrochronological analysis. Especially the dates
obtained through dendrochronology from the major sites of Kültepe and Açemhöyük in
southeast Anatolia are difficult to reject and only allow a slight lowering of the traditional
Middle Chronology (MC; with the fall of Babylon set at 1595 BCE).191 Based on the
solid arguments presented in their synopsis, I follow here their proposal of a MC lowered
by 8 years (fall of Babylon at 1587 BCE). This results in a date of 2102 BCE for the first
year of Ur-Namma.
The dates of historical Mesopotamian dynasties and events before the Ur III
period depends largely on our understanding of the interregnum following the end of the
Akkadian Empire (Fig. III.2). The duration and even existence of a Gutian dynasty during
these intermediate decades continue to be a topic of debate. Most recently, Sallaberger
and Schrakamp proposed a duration of 70 years between the death of Šarkališarri and the
first year of Ur-Namma’s reign, while Steinkeller argued for an increase to ca. 100
years.192 Steinkeller insists on following the earliest extent version of the SKL composed
during the Ur III period (USKL) and identifies a Gutian dynasty based at Adab lasting at
least 45 years. However, most of the arguments for these chronologies rest on the validity
of the SKL for the period between the Akkadian and Ur III Empires. Such an assumption
is difficult to support considering that every surviving version provides a different list
with different Gutian rulers. Furthermore, only three of the five Gutian kings that are
actually historically attested in contemporary sources are listed in one of the SKL
versions. The year names of Yarlagan and Si’um are known from administrative tablets
from Umma, which apparently fell under their political control. Tirigan, the last Gutian
king of Adab, was defeated by Utu-hegal of Uruk according to the latter’s inscription.
These names are listed as the last three Gutian kings in the most extensively preserved
SKL, preceded by an unknown Puzur-Suen.193 Yarlagan and Si’um are each listed with a
reign of seven years, while the reign of Tirigan is supposed to have ruled only 40 days
when he was defeated by Utu-hegal of Uruk. Tirigan is also listed as the last Gutian ruler
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in the USKL, but preceded only by Puzur4-zu-zu (= Puzur-Suen?), reigning only one
year, and the otherwise unattested Sag-du-KI.6, reigning six years. The total of seven
years for these two rulers happens to be identical to the amount listed for Puzur-Suen in
the main SKL version. We can therefore propose that a Gutian dynasty based at Adab
lasted for 21 years with four successive kings. The different lists of numerous names of
Gutians in the SKL preceding Puzur-Suen are clearly not reliable. At best, these men
were dependents or officials of the main Gutian dynasties or lesser rulers who were active
throughout Mesopotamia and the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros regions. Alternatively,
these lists could be collations of tribal genealogies of Gutian rulers similar to the later
Amorite dynasties and the Awan and Šimaški kinglist.
The other two historically attested Gutian kings are La’arab, who dedicated a
macehead at Sippar, and Erridu-Pizir whose three statue inscriptions (from Nippur?) are
preserved through Old Babylonian copies that describe his military campaigns in Subartu.
These two Gutian kings were active to the north, while no such far-reaching activities are
known for the Adab kings. As a result, it seems clear that La’arab and Erridu-Pizir were
part of a different branch of Gutian kings, possibly based in the Diyala/Sirwan region.
Such a reconstruction allows a reconsideration of the chronological scheme
proposed by Steinkeller (Fig. III.3). Counting backwards from Ur-Namma, whose reign
began in 2102 BCE (MC II), Utu-hegal’s reign began in 2109 BCE. If this coincides with
his defeat of the Gutian dynasty at Adab, then we can propose that the Gutian dynasty
was established in 2130 BCE. As Steinkeller has shown, Šudurul, the last king of Akkad
was still acknowledged at Adab.194 If the Gutian dynasty was only established following
the death of Šudurul, which is by no means certain, then the time between the final
collapse of the Akkad dynasty and the emergence of Ur-Namma would have lasted 28
years. Counting back to the last year of Šarkališarri, this gives us a time range of 67 years
between his death and the first year of Ur-Namma, which fits better with the proposed
estimate of 70 years by Sallaberger and Schrakamp.195 However, this is assuming a
maximum for the variants of the beginning of the Gutian Adab dynasty, which could
have already been established earlier in Šudurul’s 15 year reign, and the first ruler of this
194
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dynasty that could have started either with the otherwise unknown Puzur-Suen or the
historically attested Yarlagan. If the latter were the first Gutian king at Adab, then this
would reduce the total time with an additional seven years. A minimum range between
Šarkalisarri and Ur-Namma would then cover approximately 50 years. This timespan
encompasses the historically attested Epir-mupi at Susa, the Uruk IV and Lagaš II
dynasty, the Gutian Adab dynasty, and eventually the emergence of the rivals PuzurInšušinak, Gudea, Utu-hegal, and Ur-Namma on the geopolitical scene.196
The relevance of this discussion in the context of the present study is merely to
underpin a historical reconstruction of the sequence of events that affected the TransTigridian and Zagros regions at the end of the Early Bronze Age. Whichever
chronological framework one adopts, the dates of the Early Dynastic and Akkadian
periods are not significantly affected. Following the MC(-8), the reign of Sargon began in
the last part of the 24th century BCE and only affected southern Mesopotamia at the
beginning of the 23rd century BCE. The Akkadian, post-Akkadian, and Ur III periods,
roughly the last quarter of the third millennium BCE cover the archaeological period of
Early Bronze Age IV in this study. Going back in time, Early Bronze Age III begins
approximately in the middle of the third millennium BCE. This period is equivalent to
ED III in southern Mesopotamia, which in the MC(-8) begins in the 26th century BCE
and consists of an earlier Fara phase (also known as ED IIIA) and a later ED IIIB phase
beginning with the reign of Ur-Nanše, first ruler of the first Lagaš dynasty, in the 25th
century BCE. Early Bronze Age II is rougly equivalent to ED I and covers the period
between ca. 2900 BCE and the middle of the third millennium BCE. Based on
archaeological evidence (cf. Chapter IV), this period is further subdivided between EBA
IIA and IIB, which in southern Mesopotamia is equivalent to an early ED I and a late ED
I.197 Finally, Early Bronze Age I is a transitional period following the end of the Late
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Chalcolithic cultural traditions and spans the period between ca. 3200 BCE and 2900
BCE, equivalent in south Mesopotamia with the Jemdet Nasr period (Fig. III.4).
III.2 Historical Geography of the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros Regions
This section discusses the location of the most important and best-documented
lands, polities, and cities east of the Tigris. The purpose of this section is not to provide
an exhaustive, detailed, critical analysis of the historical geography of the Early Bronze
Age, but rather to demonstrate that the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros regions were home to
a patchwork of many lands, cities, peoples, and political entities. The lack of fieldwork
and the presumed illiteracy (or disinterest in written documentation) in the Zagros region
has resulted in a distorted reconstruction of the history of Greater Mesopotamia. The
lands east of the Tigris are frequently excluded or considered as marginal to the major
historical and political developments of the third millennium BCE. The focus of the Ur
III Empire certainly turned to these northeastern lands, but the role and political power of
these lands remains unclear. As the following overview demonstrates, the lands east of
the Tigris River were an equal component in the cultural-historical development of the
Mesopotamian world as distinct as Sumer and Akkad, Elam and Marhashi, the Syrian
Jezirah and western Syria, and eastern Anatolia.
This section discusses four major regions: Subartu, Gutium, Elam, and Šimaški.
Each of these is a wide geographical region, rather than a specific locality or political
entity even though all three are sometimes used as stand-ins or synonymous for large
political powers (possibly confederations or temporary states) in cuneiform sources.
Individual lands and cities are divided over the four regions, but their allocation is not
necessarily fully accurate rather than a general geographical location. Shifts in political
power, regional hegemony, and territorial control, especially of Šimaški, Simurrum,
Lullubum, and Gutium are reflected in fluid borders of these four general regions. As a
general rule, here Subartu refers to the northeastern Trans-Tigridian region between the
Tigris north of the Diyala/Sirwan river and east of the Jebel Hamrin as far the first real
mountain ranges at Qara Dagh and Bazyan. While Elam is generally used to denote “the
East”, its heartland encompassed the Zagros Mountains from Susa to Anshan. Gutium’s
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heartland might have been in Luristan and the Kermanshah region, but also including
Iranian Kurdistan, but during the post-Akkadian period when Gutian rulers established
local dynasties in Mesopotamia, the name Gutium might have included the territory along
the Diyala/Sirwan to the Jebel Hamrin. Finally, Šimaški was a vast region encompassing
the arc of the western Iranian Plateau stretching along the eastern flanks of the Zagros
Mountains from Yazd in the south to Tehran in the north (cf. infra).
III.2.1 SUBARTU (Fig. III.5)198
Subartu was not a specific location, but rather a general region in the minds of
Mesopotamians.199 The term has a long history from the middle of the third millennium
into the first millennium BCE. The earliest occurrence is in the inscriptions of Eanatum
of Lagaš in which Subartu is closely related with Elam and described as a “foreign land
of treasure and timber”.200 Maiocchi interprets this to mean that the Subartu mentioned by
Eanatum refers to the most northern region of the Trans-Tigridian Corridor near Nineveh.
The name Subir/Subartu underwent a development from a more specific
designation for the region between the Tigris River in the west, the Greater Zab in the
north and the Diyala/Sirwan River drainage system in the south to encompass northern
Mesopotamia as a whole by the second millennium BCE.201 Three sources suggest that
Subartu eventually came to denote the entire north from the Mediterranean coast to the
Diyala/Sirwan River. Naram-Suen listed the extent of his empire as stretching from
Marhashi (P/Barahshum) in the east to the Cedar Forest in the west with Subartu
encompassing the entire north202. An Old Babylonian copy of a royal inscription includes
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reference to “the land of Subartum on the shores of the Upper Sea”.203 The third source is
more problematic as it is a much later composition perhaps derived from earlier sources:
the Geography of Sargon. This text describes Subartu as stretching “from the Cedar
Mountains to Anshan”.204 The interpretation of these texts hinges on the identification of
the Upper Sea and the Cedar Forest as the Mediterranean Sea and the Amanus Mountains
in Lebanon respectively. However, such a reading depends heavily on our modern
dependence on accurate geographic maps. The worldview of ancient Mesopotamians was
different, as they relied on general directions, routes, and interactions rather than strict
cardinal orientation and accurate geography.205 While the Cedar Forest tends to refer
most commonly to the lands northwest of Mesopotamia, such forestlands certainly
extended much further east, possibly to Lake Urmia, in antiquity. One indication of this is
the inscription on the Bassetki statue that was found in the Piedmont zone north of
Mosul. In this inscription, Naram-Suen mentions a victory in the land of Subartu over the
kings of the Forest Mountains, possibly cedar.206 Likewise, the Upper Sea most
commonly refers to the Mediterranean Sea, but the description of the land of Šimaški as
extending from Anshan to the Upper Sea on the Iranian Plateau shows that other bodies
of water could be referenced with the same name. I suggest that from a Mesopotamian
perspective the northern routes would lead to Subartu, the Cedar Forest, and the Upper
Sea in that sequence, regardless whether this was to the north or to the northeast.207 After
all, all northern routes eventually reached forest mountains and seas beyond it. If such a
reading is correct, then Greater Subartu only included the Syrian Jezirah (especially the
Khabur region) and the lands in and around Assyria, perhaps sometimes including parts
of the northern mountains. A copy of an inscription of Lugalanemundu of Adab confirms
such a reading with the description of Subartu between Gutium, Martu, and Sutium.208
2.1.1 Lands
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A. Simurrum
While the year names of Šulgi, the inscriptions of Iddi(n)-Sin, and the occurrence
of Simurrum in the archives of Gasur and Šemšara demonstrate that this land should be
sought in Subartu, its exact location remains uncertain. Several scholars have proposed
different locations, but Frayne’s proposal that it lay on the Diyala River midway between
the Hamrin basin and Darband-i Khan has become widely accepted.209 However, more
recently he proposed locating it in the Shahrizor and Tanjaro plains.210 Any suggestion
for a precise location of Simurrum relies on the almost certain equation with Zabban for
which better geographical information is available from Middle and Neo-Assyrian
sources.211 Three sources are crucial for identifying the location of Zabban/Simurrum.
First of all, the land of Zabban was located near the Diyala/Sirwan River as is described
explicitly by a Middle-Assyrian administrative tablet from Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta.212
According to Frayne this tablet proves that Zabban was located on the Diyala/Sirwan
River. However, the text says literally “the land of Zamban [=Zabban?] on the bank of
the Turan River”. In other words, the region of Zabban borders the Diyala/Sirwan River,
but not necessarily the city itself. During the Neo-Assyrian period, Šalmaneser III (859824 BCE) conducted a military campaign against a Babylonian rebel king by marching
south from Aššur along Mount Ebih (= Jebel Hamrin) to the city of Me-Turnat in the
Hamrin Basin (Tell Haddad and Tell as-Sib). This text lists Zabban as one of the army’s
resting points before laying siege against the city of Me-Turnat in the Hamrin Basin.213
Finally, Šamši-Adad V (824-811 BCE) conducted a similar campaign against Babylonia
by going south and crossing the Lower Zab, passing through the gorge between Zaddi
and Zabban, crossing Mount Ebih, and reaching Me-Turnat.214 These texts clearly locate
Zabban in the lands north of the Diyala/Sirwan River and near the Jebel Hamrin. The city
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of Zaddi was “on the border of the land Akkad”.215 This makes it certain that the gorge
between Zaddi and Zabban was one of the passes through Jebel Hamrin, almost certainly
between the Adhaim River and the Hamrin Basin.
This location is also indicated by an Old Akkadian year name, possibly of NaramSuen, which mentions the mountain lands of Hasimar and possibly the governor of
Simurrum Baba/Bibi.216 This would put Mount Hasimar/Hašimur in or at the land of
Simurrum/Zabban. This mountain was almost certainly located in the area of Jalula and
not at Darband-i Khan as often argued because such a location would put
Simurrum/Zabban and Namar/Namri in the Shahrizor region, which certainly was part of
the land of Lullubum/Zamua (cf. Namar). In sum, the land of Simurrum/Zabban most
likely encompassed the region between the Adhaim and Diyala/Sirwan Rivers while its
main city must have been just north of the Jebel Jubbah (upstream from the Jebel
Hamrin). The area further north until the Qara Dagh range is a very hilly region that
probably allowed only sparse habitation, much like today.
B. Lullubum
The land of Lullubum was a major target of Naram-Suen’s northeastern
campaigns as commemorated on his famous stele that locates this land in the mountains.
Lullubum became prominent in the centuries following the collapse of the Akkadian
Empire. Lullubum must have neighbored Simurrum considering these lands were listed
together in the inscriptions of the Gutian king Erridu-pizir and the year names of Šulgi.217
This is futher confirmed by a rock relief at Sar-e Pol-e Zohab of a king of Lullubum
named Anubanini. Two additional attestations further secure a location of Lullubum in
the eastern, mountainous part of Subartu. The Old Akkadian administrative texts from
Gasur mention a place called Luluban, which is almost certainly the same as Lullubum.
An earlier attestation in the ED geographical list from Ebla and Abu Salabikh mentions
Luluban in association with an eastern Ebla (possibly located near Lake Zeribar).218 This
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association returns in an Ur III gún ma-da document recording a delivery by Nur-Suen
for both Darianam, man of Lullubu, and Nur-ili, man of Dur-Ebla.219
These third millennium sources allow a general location in the vicinity of the
upper Diyala/Sirwan River. Lullubum was likely a neighbor of Simurrum and we know it
is a mountainous land, which make a location in the Sulaimaniyah region very likely.
Fortunately, sources of the first millennium BCE secure this identification. Texts from
Arrapha clearly state that “Lullu” can be reached by passing the Babite Pass, which is
present-day Darband-i Bazyan east of Chemchemal.220 During the Neo-Assyrian period,
the by then archaic name “Lulume” is equated at least partially with the land of Zamua,
which has been securely identified as the Sulaimaniyah region extending partially into
Iranian Kurdistan.221
Having identified the heartland of Lullubum, a few more reflections about its
extent throughout ancient history are required. First, the Anubanini relief at Sar-i Pol-e
Zohab should not necessarily reflect this location as part of the land of Lullubum. Rather,
its ruler Anubanini, a contemporary of Iddi(n)-Sin of Simurrum by whom he was
defeated, probably managed to establish hegemony over a larger region through military
campaigns.222
Secondly, Klengel’s assertion that the term Lullubi in the Old Babylonian period
became a general word for “mountain dweller” has been widely accepted and taken at
face value, but is open to criticism. This argument is based on the observation that
Lullubi occasionally occur in texts from several north Mesopotamian cities as active in
western regions.223 However, since these texts refer to military guards and mercenaries, it
is reasonable to propose that these men came from or had their origins within the welldefined mountainous land of Lullubum. Another argument that this name had become a
more general term is the reference to Lullean kings spread throughout the region in the
Shemshara records.224 Again, this observation need not imply that the term Lullubi was a
219
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catch-all for small mountainous communities, but instead it could be interpreted to mean
that the neighboring land of Lullubum consisted of a range of small principalities.225
Finally, some have suggested that the land of Lullubum at one point was under
control of Šimaški. This is based on an inscription of Šu-Suen describing his campaign
against Šimaški in which he includes Waburtum, énsi of Lullubum, as one of the many
defeated enemies.226 However, this does not mean that Lullubum was one of the lands of
Šimaški, but rather that during this war Lullubum was aligned with it or perhaps even
politically dominated by a mighty eastern neighbor. Šimaški also occurs as one of
Iddi(n)-Sin’s enemies in the Haladiny inscription, demonstrating that it was active at
times within the Subartu political sphere.227
C. Karahar
This land is first attested in texts of the Ur III period.228 Šulgi targeted this region,
together with Simurrum and other lands in Subartu, in several of his northeastern
campaigns. Karahar is last attested in the Old Babylonian period. Whether the land of
Harhar known from Neo-Assyrian sources and located in approximately the same region
is the same as ancient Karahar is not entirely certain and more eastern locales have been
suggested.229 In Šulgi’s year names, Karahar is the first northeastern target preceding
Simurrum suggesting a location closer to Babylonia. Considering Šulgi first incorporated
the city of Der in his empire, his northeastern campaigns likely follow the Zagros
Piedmont. As a result, Karahar was almost certainly located south of the Diyala/Sirwan
River, perhaps in the present-day Mandali region. Since this is also the region where
Niqqum was located, which was part of the land of Tugliyaš in Neo-Assyrian annals, it is
possible that Karahar is a predecessor of that land. Two seals from the end of the Ur III
period record the name of two kings of Karahar, Tiš-atal and Zardamu.230 The latter’s
seal carries a long inscription that describes him as a god and mighty king of the four
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quarters. As with the rise of Anubanini of Lullubum, and Iddi(n)-Sin and Zabazuna of
Simurrum, Zardamu and Tiš-atal were able to form an independent Trans-Tigridian
kingdom following the collapse of Ur III hegemony.
D. Namar
The land of Namar occurs first in the Early Dynastic period in the geographical
lists of Abu Salabikh and Ebla.231 The land is also known from an Old Akkadian text
from Tell al-Sulaimah together with Karahar, but it is conspicuously absent in Ur III
sources.232 The land appears more frequently in Old Babylonian sources. Middle
Babylonian kudurrus reference Namar and mention a governor controlling both Namar
and Halman.233 A letter from Shemshara, requesting aid for Turrukum in its attack
against Kakmum, lists Namar together with Niqqum and Elam. From the second
millennium BCE until the time of Alexander the Great, the region of Namar is closely
associated with Kassites.234
More precise information regarding the location of Namar/Namri comes from the
Neo-Assyrian annals describing military campaigns in the central Zagros region.235
Šalmanešer III described an itinerary southward crossing the Lower Zab and entering
Namri by crossing Mount Hašimur, a pass also crossed by Šamši-Adad V in his southern
campaign.236 He also described a return out of the Zagros by going through the land of
Namri and reaching Tugliyaš, which incorporates Niqqum and Šumurzu, located near the
Diyala/Sirwan River near Halman at Sar-e Pol-e Zohab.237 Šamši-Adad V followed the
same trajectory, crossing the Jebel Hamrin and the Diyala, laying waste to three towns,
and then crossing Mount Hašimur. Several inscriptions of Aššurnasirpal II describe the
land of Zamua as stretching between the passes of Babite (Darband-i Bazyan) and
Hašmar.238 Based on the assumption that Hašmar is the same as Hašimur, this pass has
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generally been equated with Darband-i Khan where the Diyala/Sirwan River leaves the
Shahrizor and crosses through the Qara Dagh Mountains. However, as Levine has shown,
such a location is impossible when combining the Šalmaneser III and Šamši-Adad V
itineraries. They reached the land of Namar from the south going upstream along the
southern bank of the Diyala/Sirwan River. If Mount Hašimur were Darband-i Khan then
Namar/Namri would be located in the Shahrizor region, which was part of the land of
Zamua. Namar and Zamua were certainly separate lands and neighbored each other,
while Namar was located near Halman. Furthermore, an itinerary describing a route
through Zamua reaching Namar/Namri does not make a reference to Mount Hašimur.239
In sum, Namar/Namri can be securely located in the region south of the Diyala/Sirwan
River stretching from the Jalula area to the Qara Dagh range and very likely
encompassing the mountains between the Diyala/Sirwan River and the Mahi Dasht
plains.
E. Utûm – Itu – Ahazum
These three lands are closely associated in the Old Babylonian records from
Shemshara and can be securely located. The land of Utûm encompassed the Rania Plain,
while the city of Itu has recently been identified with the site of Satu Qala.240 Ahazum,
with its capital city of Šikšabum, has not yet been securely located through
archaeologically retrieved evidence, but the Shemshara records place it along the Lower
Zab River. The Haladiny inscription of Iddi(n)-Sin, king of Simurrum confirms this
location as it describes an itinerary via Ahazum, reaching Itu, and then Utûm.241
F. Turukkum – Kakmum
These two lands are closely associated in in Old Babylonian sources and were
located in the northwestern Zagros region.242 While not much is known about
Kakmum,243 the Turrukeans are well attested in sources of the second millennium BCE,
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but not earlier. The main sources are the archives from Mari and Shemshara, both of
which clearly indicate a location of Turrukum in the northern Zagros region.244
Until recently, the only information regarding the location of Kakmum came from
a handful of documents from the time of Šamši-Adad and Zimri-Lim. These indicate that
Kakmum was located near Ahazum on the Lower Zab, Qabra in the Erbil Plain, Arrapha
(Kirkuk), and Šušarra in the land of Utum (Rania Plain).245 We can now add to this
information from the recently published inscriptions of Iddi(n)-Sin, ruler of Simurrum
following the collapse of the Ur III Empire. A section of the Haladiny Inscription
describes a northern route of conquests up the Lower Zab River.246 First, Iddi(n)-Sin
conquered the city of Šikšabum, known to be the capital of the land Ahazum, followed by
the city of Itu, now securely located at the site of Satu Qala, and finally conquering the
land of Utuwe (= Utum) and then going on to destroy Kakmum. Utum is securely located
in the Rania Plain, demonstrating that Kakmum is in the vicinity of this northeastern
region. The so-called Jerusalem Inscription, originally found at Bitwate in a valley
stretching north of the Rania Plain, focuses for a large part on Iddi(n)-Sin’s campaign
against Kakmum.247 Given the location of Bitwate on the route from the Rania Plain to
present-day Shaqlawa, it seems almost certain that this was the location of Kakmum. This
location fits well with the evidence from the Mari letters, which indicate that Kakmum
bordered Qabra (covering the Erbil Plain during the Old Babylonian period).248
The land of Turrukum only appears briefly in Mesopotamian records, around the
time of Šamši-Adad, when it played a prominent role on the geopolitical scene.249 The
land of Turrukum was ethnically Hurrian and comprised a vast region of different lands
and cities in northwestern Iran. Letters from Shemshara make it clear that during this
time, the land of Utum (= Rania Plain) was the westernmost outpost of Turrukum,
controlled by its ruler Kuwari.250 The route from Utum to the Turrukean heartland is
described as “going up” and “going down”, meaning into and out of the mountains. That
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the land was located to the east of Shemshara is clear from the fact that the king of
Turrukum had to consult this western outpost to obtain information about the campaigns
of Šamši-Adad further west against Qabra in the Erbil Plain.251 The best suggestion for
the location of Turrukum is the Ushnu-Solduz region in the Lake Urmia Basin. This
region can easily be reached from the Rania Plain via the Kanirash Pass to Sardasht and
from there northward to Lake Urmia.252 Archaeological work in the region, especially at
Dinkha Tepe and Hasanlu, have demonstrated that these plains were densely inhabited
during the Bronze Age and that for a short period of time during the first half of the
second millennium BCE the region maintained close connections with Mesopotamia
mainly evidenced by the abundant presence of Habur ware.253
2.1.2 Cities
A. Gasur – Arrapha – Azuhinum
The city of Arrapha is a well-known place first documented during the Ur III
period and continuing as an important center throughout the Neo-Assyrian period. It has
been securely identified with present-day Kirkuk, although there is some uncertainty
regarding the specific tell site within the large city’s boundaries.254 The site of Yorghan
Tepe, a short distance to the west of Kirkuk/Arrapha, was the ancient city of Gasur
(renamed Nuzi during the second millennium BCE). Numerous texts from the site and
other sources referencing Gasur/Nuzi and Arrapha provide detailed information about
nearby towns, cities, and lands.
The city of Azuhinum is relatively well documented in sources from the Old
Akkadian to the Neo-Assyrian period. Second and first millennium sources clearly state
that Azuhinum was located on the route from Arrapha to Lullubum and that it was
separated from the latter by the Babite pass (present-day Darband-i Bazyan).255 The large
site and city of Chemchemal in the Sulaimaniyah province, on the road between Kirkuk
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(ancient Arrapha) and the Bazyan Basin, is a good candidate for identification as
Azuhinum.
B. Hamazi
The most famous attestation of Hamazi as a political power comes from the
Sumerian King List that lists it as having occupied hegemony over Mesopotamia for a
brief time. The city of Hamazi also occurs in non-literary sources and appears to have
been an important polity from the Early Dynastic period until the Isin-Larsa period.256
There is general agreement that the location of Hamazi is to be found between the Tigris
and the Diyala or Lower Zab based on its close association with Subartu.257 Hamazi was
part of the Ur III Empire and formed its most northern extension, which provides
additional evidence that it could not have been located beyond the Trans-Tigridian
region.258 Its most likely location is in the general vicinity of Gasur (Yorghan Tepe),
possibly on the Lower Zab, since individuals from Hamazi appear in its local
administrative texts.259 The titles of Ir-Nanna, šagina of Urbilum and énsi of Hamazi and
Karahar further confirm such a location during the reign of Šu-Suen.260
C. Urbilum
While the city of Urbilum is one of the longest inhabited cities in the world living
on to this day as the capital Erbil, we only have indirect sources regarding its ancient
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history due to the difficulty of conducting excavations at this important center.261 The
earliest textual references to Urbilum are found in early Old Akkadian texts from Ebla.
The city becomes frequently mentioned in the textual sources beginning with the Gutian
king Erridu-Pizir who campaigned in Subartu. Already at this time, the ruler of the city
had a Hurrian name. Urbilum continued to be a target of military campaigns by Šulgi
after which it was one of the northernmost dependencies of the Ur III state. In the first
half of the second millennium BCE, Urbilum appears to have been only a minor city in
the region under the control of the state of Qabra and later by Šamši-Adad’s kingdom
encompassing much of northern Mesopotamia.262
D. Šašrum
The city of Šašrum was part of the land of Utûm and has been identified as the
site Tell Shemshara in the Rania Plain of Sulaimaniyah Province. The Old Babylonian
archive discovered at the site provides one of the few indigenous historical sources and it
demonstrates that the Trans-Tigridian region as far as the Zagros foothills participated in
the cuneiform archival traditions of Mesopotamia.263 The earliest levels reached during
excavation belong to the first centuries of the second millennium BCE. However, earlier
levels are present and the site and other sites nearby include surface material spanning the
entire third millennium BCE in addition to prehistoric material.
E. Ninua
The city of Ninua/Nineveh had a long history, but the Early Bronze Age city was
concentrated at the Kuyunjik mound in Mosul. The site was an important center
throughout the Chalcolithic and early third millennium BCE, but archaeological and
textual evidence for the second half of the third millennium is ambiguous.264
F. Aššur
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The city of Aššur is located at the site of Qal’at Sherqat on the Tigris River
several kilometers north of the confluence with the Lower Zab. The site has been
excavated extensively since the beginning of the 20th century.265 Its location on a strategic
and easily defensible promontory and crossing of the Tigris River led to its rapid rise to
prominence during the last quarter of the third millennium BCE.
G. Halman – Niqqum – Batir – Me-Turran
A crucial location in the Trans-Tigridian region to which many other cities and
lands can be related is Halman. As already discussed in the section on Namar, Halman is
almost certainly to be found at Sar-e Pol-e Zohab based on the discovery of a Middle
Babylonian kudurru at the site that identifies it as such.266 As a result, Halman offers a
crucial anchor point on the map to locate other places.
The city of Niqqum is mentioned in texts from the reigns of Naram-Suen and
Šarkališarri and its latest occurrence is the Achaemenid period. The city is closely
associated with the land of Namar/Namri. An Old Babylonian letter from Shemshara
mentions a king of Niqqum together with the land of Namar, while Šalmanaser III locates
Niqqum within the land of Namri.267 The ED Geographical Lists also include Niqqum,
possibly on the road from Me-Turan (located in the Hamrin basin)268 and Karahar east of
the Tigris River. Frayne’s suggestion of locating it at the present-day city of Khanaqin is
very plausible.269
Finally, the term Batir also appears in the ED Geographical Lists. Its location
should certainly be sought at or near Sar-e Pol-e Zohab considering that the Anubanini
relief states explicitly that it is carved on Mount Batir, thereby securing the name of that
mountain.270 However, based on an inscribed brick and a cylinder seal found at the
important site of Tell al-Sulaimah in the Hamrin basin, Frayne has argued that this site
was the location of the city of Batir.271 In contrast, most scholars have accepted an
265

Harper, Klengel-Brandt, Aruz & Benzel 1995; Marzahn & Salje 2003.
Borger 1970; Frayne 1997b: 256; Levine 1974: 24-27.
267
Röllig 2001.
268
Frayne 1997b: 253.
269
Frayne 1992: 70.
270
Frayne 1990: 704-706.
271
Frayne 1990: 701-702; 1997b: 255.
266

79

identification of Tell al-Sulaimah as ancient Awal based on that name’s frequent
occurrence in the administrative records of the site.272 The inscribed brick appears to have
come from a temple for the goddess Batiritum at the site, while the seal belonged to a
priest of this same goddess. Considering the importance of Mount Batir in the region, it is
possible that the deified mountain was worshipped at several locations, including at Awal
where a temple was constructed in her honor. This leaves the location of the town of Batir
unresolved. While it seems reasonable to assume that this town was at Mount Batir, this
would mean that it was very close to Halman, as mentioned certainly located at Sar-e Pole Zohab. Alternatively, in addition to Mount Batir, there was also a town called Batir
elsewhere in the Middle Diyala/Sirwan region.
III.2.2 GUTIUM273
The Gutians are best known from the period of their control of parts of Babylonia
after the end of the Akkadian Empire. The first attestations of Gutians date to the reign of
Šarkališarri.274 Administrative texts from this period document the presence of Gutians in
the provinces of Girsu, Umma, Adab, Kiš, and perhaps from the sites of Tell Agrab and
Umm al-Hafriyat. That they had a substantial presence is suggested by the need for a
translator at Adab.275 Other texts demonstrate that Gutians had already caused problems.
A yearname of Šarkališarri records a battle of Gutium and the capture of its king Sarlag.
An administrative text and two letters talk about raids of Gutians.276 Following the fall of
Akkad, Gutians established control over part of the eastern alluvium with their dynastic
seat at Adab. The extent of their territory reached at least as far north as Nippur, while an
independent Umma also fell under their hegemony.277 Gutian rulers may also have
controlled the Diyala/Sirwan region and parts of Subartu as has been suggested on the
basis of Erridu-Pizir’s inscriptions documenting his conquests there, but there is less
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direct evidence for this. In those inscriptions (known through Old Babylonian copies
from Nippur) he claims possession of the city of Akkad and victories against Simurrum,
Lullubum, and Urbilum.278 Two documents from Kiš and Sippar naming different Gutian
rulers could indicate Gutian control.279 However, there are currently no known references
to Gutium in Puzur-Inšušinak’s inscriptions, even though his campaigns in the Zagros
Piedmont, the Diyala/Sirwan region, and into northern Babylonia should have led him
into conflict with Gutian rulers.280 The main evidence for Gutian control over the
Diyala/Sirwan region is an inscription of Ur-Namma, first ruler of the Ur III Empire,
describing a military alliance between Gutium and Zimudar, with the latter securely
located near the Tigris north of the Lower Diyala.281 However, even if Gutium were
located somewhat further east or south, such an alliance would still be possible. To my
knowledge, there is no direct evidence to suggest a Gutian occupation of northern
Babylonia or the Diyala/Sirwan region. Mention of Gutian rulers at Kiš and Sippar is not
hard evidence for political control, while Erridu-Pizir’s claim of control over Akkad
could reflect a battle victory or even temporary hegemony rather than actual geographical
extent of his domain. Furthermore, it is far from certain that Erridu-Pizir was part of the
same dynasty as the one at Adab. If not, it could also explain why he is missing from the
Sumerian King List. Rather, Erridu-Pizir could have been a ruler from the land of Gutium
in the Zagros who extended his territorial control into the Trans-Tigridian region north of
the Diyala/Sirwan River. Such activities are paralleled by activities in this region of
Gutian polities during the Old Babylonian period, mainly known from the Shemshara
archives.282
Geographical information for the location of Gutium in the third millennium BCE
is scarce. The frequent and close connection with Adab, and to some extent Umma,
suggests a location closer to the eastern alluvium. This might be confirmed by an undated
letter, presumably of the late Sargonic or Ur III period, describing an attack by a Gutian
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army of 3000 men on the road from Der to Susa.283 An Old Babylonian copy of an
inscription of Lugalanemundu of Adab, if historically accurate, describes him as
“sukkalmah of the Cedar Mountains, Elam, Marhaši, Gutium, Subir, Martu, and
Sutium”.284 This would be a much earlier reference to Gutium, considering that
Lugalanemundu of Adab is known from the Sumerian King List as predating Sargon,
presumably ruling some time during the ED III period.285
Later historical sources for the location of Gutium are more problematic
considering that beginning in the second millennium BCE, the term Guti/Gutium came to
refer to eastern highlanders generally and covering the Zagros region.286 The Sukkalmah
period king, Siruktuh, is documented in the Shemshara archives as aiding Turukkeans
(near Lake Urmia) against the king of Gutium, Indušše. 287 Hammurabi of Babylon listed
Gutium among his victories along with Subartu and Ešnunna in the Lower Diyala region
and he built the “fortress of Samsu-iluna” at Khafajeh, calling it the “frontier of
Gutium”.288 This locates Gutium to the east, but this time encompassing the
Diyala/Sirwan region. Other sources associate Gutium with Elam. Gutians are listed as
part of an Elamite military garrison at Šubat-Enlil and a large army of Gutians
participated in an Elamite campaign in Mesopotamia.289 Perhaps the most striking
fragment of Gutian history are the activities of a queen Nawaritum. An Old Babylonian
document mentions how she dispatched a Gutian army against Larsa; she is also reported
to have been captured in a war against Elam.290 Finally, Neo-Assyrian sources locate
Gutium in the northern Zagros. Šalmaneser I described Gutium as stretching from Urartu
to Katmuhu (located north of the Upper Zab, probably in the Erbil Plain). Tukulti-Ninurta
I describes a battle at Uqmenu in Gutium, a city we know is located somewhere between
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Aššur and Urartu.291 All of these historical sources are good indicators that Gutium
should be located in the Zagros region.292 Evidence from the third millennium points to a
location in the central Zagros region, while later Gutium seems to have shifted
northward, becoming a broad geographical term, much like Subartu and Elam. The most
likely area for Gutium during the third and second millennium is present-day Luristan
and Kermanshah extending into Iranian Kurdistan.
III.2.3 ELAM (Fig. III.6)293
Elam was written with the Sumerian logogram NIM in cuneiform sources. The
first attestation of NIM occurs in the proto-cuneiform records of the Jemdet Nasr period
(Uruk III), but it is impossible to be certain that it already referred to Elam at this time.294
Nevertheless, NIM is attested throughout the third millennium in the few archaic sources
from ED I-II into ED III, which at least allows the possibility to project its general
equation with Elam back in time.295
The name Elam as a geographical indicator in the third millennium is
problematic. Vallat’s assertion that Elam during the third millennium referred only to the
mountainous region stretching from Susa to eastern Fars has become widely accepted.296
This assertion is based on the fact that the designation NIM during the third millennium
BCE was almost exclusively applied to cities and regions located in the mountains and
not for locations in the plains of Susiana.297 P. Michalowski elaborated on this position by
defining Elam in the third millennium BCE as a geographical region, not a political
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entity, covering the southeastern mountains on Mesopotamia’s border.298 Still, the extent
of this region remains vague and at times Elam must have simply referred to “eastern
highlands”.299
A substantial corpus of personal names of individuals from eastern lands reveals
that the Iranian Plateau was a linguistically, and probably also ethnically, diverse
landscape.300 Plotting the likely origin of individuals geographically reveals that
languages clustered in specific zones. For example, Hurrian names are much more
frequent in northern territories.301 It is therefore likely that the Elamite language itself
was more restricted to the southwestern mountains east of Susa.302 This could at least be
suggested based on the later distribution of Elamite ethnic identity and language in the
mountainous zone between Susa and Anšan.303 This region was the political heartland of
the Elamite kingdoms of the second millennium BCE and probably also of the third
millennium kingdom of Awan.304
2.3.1 Lands
A. Awan
Awan occurs very rarely in administrative records or other sources, despite its
historical importance attested in the Sumerian King List, the Awan/Šimaški King List,
and its occurrence in historical inscriptions as a major part of Elam.305 Suggestions for its
location tend to focus on the mountains neighboring the Susiana, especially to the north.
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In a recent overview of the textual and archaeological evidence of the central Zagros
region, Potts has argued for the location of Awan in Luristan. There he sees the
distribution of the Godin III:6 monochrome painted ware tradition as the material
manifestation of this political entity.306 Certainly, the close ties to Susa during this period
and the discovery of sherds of this tradition at the south Mesopotamian sites of Lagash,
Ur, and Umma fit well with historical evidence for Awanite prominence during this
period. However, the existence of an indigenous ceramic tradition and cultural
homogeneity within a region is hardly sufficient evidence to equate it with a historically
attested political entity. Furthermore, Potts includes the Pusht-i Kuh graveyards (cf.
Chapter IV) as part of Awan based on their close connections in material culture with
Mesopotamia (especially the Diyala region). This contradicts the hypothesis of equating
Awan with the monochrome painted tradition indigenous to the central Zagros since
vessels of this style are extremely rare in the Pusht-i Kuh tombs.
Recently, a more secure location of Awan has been offered through a
reinterpretation by Michalowski of the fourteenth year name of Ibbi-Suen who
campaigned in the region. The year name includes the phrase: “a-dam-dunki ma-da a-waanki-ka” showing a clear double marker of the genitive suffix (-ak-a[k]) resulting in the
translation “Adamdun of the land of Awan”.307 This short, but important phrase allows us
to locate Awan with virtual certainty east of Susa in the foothills of the southern Zagros
Mountains. Further, it suggests that Adamdun may have been the main city of the land of
Awan. This location fits well with an inscription of Rimuš that describes his campaigns
against Elam. One includes a reference to the capture of two generals “between Awan
and Susa by the river Qablitum”.308 The name Qablitum can be translated as “Middle
River”.309 This name is significant in the context of the Susiana where three major rivers
flow from the Zagros Mountains to the head of the Persian Gulf and the marshlands. In
this case, the Middle River would refer to the river Dez, which flows between the
Karkheh to the west and the Karun to the east.
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B. Kimaš – Hurti – Harši
The lands of Kimaš, Hurti, and Harši are closely related in Ur III sources. They
first appear in an inscription of Puzur-Inšušinak and disappear suddenly after the last
mention of a ruler of Kimaš pledging an oath of loyalty to Ibbi-Suen.310 Their importance
during this short period of Mesopotamian history can be explained by their location on an
important land route through the Zagros leading to the lands of Šimaški, an emerging
power at the time.311 This becomes clear from three major sources. First, an inscription of
Puzur-Inšušinak that documents his victories over these lands followed by a diplomatic
visit at Susa by a king of Šimaški.312 This sequence of events is repeated by Šulgi who
after many years of campaigning managed to incorporate Kimaš, Hurti, and Harši in the
Ur III state. These major events are recorded in Šulgi’s year names and the only known
historical inscription on a brick. Again, following these conquests, ambassadors from
Šimaški appear in the heartland of the Ur III state.313 Finally, the recently published
Urusagrig messenger texts document a land route from the Nippur region, via Der, along
the lands of Harši, Hurti, and then Kimaš, reaching Šimaški and especially its constituent
lands of Šigriš, Zidahri, and Zidanum.314
Previously proposed locations of these three lands in Subartu, either in the region
of Kirkuk or Sulaimaniyah, can now be dismissed.315 Such proposals were largely based
on a misreading of a seal of Hunnili, ruler of Kimaš during the last years of Šulgi and the
first years of Amar-Suen. Originally the seal was read as “Hunnili, ensi of Kimaš and
šagina of Madga” (a place in Subartu). A later more accurate collation showed that it
should be read “šagina of the land of Elam”.316
Steinkeller discussed the importance and location of Kimaš in great detail and
provided a crucial study in which he collated the available evidence.317 His reading of the
Ur III records led him to equate Kimaš with Kermanshah in the central Zagros region.
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Accordingly, the overland route described in the Urusagrig texts would have led from
Der via present-day Ilam and Islamabad-e Gharb to the Great Khorasan Road in the
Kermanshah plains from where it would continue on to reach the Šimaškian lands in the
region of Hamadan.
However, the evidence compiled by Steinkeller allows for different
interpretations. Most crucially, he largely omits the textual evidence for the close
association between Kimaš and southern cities such as Susa, Adamdun, and Urua.318
When considered in total, this evidence suggests that the Urusagrig land route and Šulgi’s
campaigns were located in the general region of Susa.319 The most direct route from Susa
to the Iranian Plateau, the location of the Šimaškian lands, leads directly north via
Khorramabad reaching the Burujerd plain and Arak, where recently ancient copper and
tin mines were discovered.320 This region has also been suggested as the location of
Šigriš, to be equated with Neo-Assyrian Sikris.321 Archaeological evidence favors a
location for Kimaš near Khorramabad rather than Kermanshah. The southern end of
Luristan, i.e. Khorramabad, has always been culturally and politically closely aligned
with the Susiana and the southern Zagros region.322 On the other hand, the regions of
northern Luristan and Kermanshah were culturally distinct during the third millennium
BCE with very little evidence for frequent or close interaction, let alone integration, with
Mesopotamian or Elamite polities.323
C. Sabum
A poorly attested land, Sabum possibly first appears in the geographical list from
Ebla.324 It certainly occurs in Old Akkadian texts, although only sporadically, and
frequently in Ur III messenger texts. Indications of its location can be found in its
association with the city of Huhnur in southwest Iran. Additional support for a
southeastern location is the observation that Ibbi-Suen is said to have been taken into
318
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captivity to Elam by way of Sabum. This suggests a location between Babylonia and
Elam, which is further confirmed by the fact that the six attested énsis of Sabum have
Akkadian names, typical of onomastica documented in the region around Susa. It would
seem that Sabum was already part of the Ur III state by the time of Šulgi. In the second
millennium BCE, the geographic term Sabum refers to a different location within
southern Babylonia.325 While it is difficult to pinpoint its location precisely, the land of
Sabum could have been located west of Susa near the northern extent of the Persian Gulf
during that time. The term is missing from overland itineraries via Der to Elam. A
western location between Susa and Sumer would suggest that the south Babylonian
Sabum of the second millennium BCE represents a western shift of the region or perhaps
a western migration of some of its people.
D. Šerihum
This land first appears as one of the conquests of Sargon of Akkad as part of his
campaign against Elam and Marhaši, securely locating it in south-southwest Iran. It was
probably located near or on the Persian Gulf as Maništušu campaigned in the region
before crossing the Persian Gulf. It must have abutted Anšan considering it was part of
the territory of a single ruler.326 We can therefore confidently suggest that Šerihum was
the coastal province of Anšan in southern Fars.
2.3.2 Cities
A. Susa
Located in the Khuzestan Plains, the city of Susa has played a dominant role both
locally and on the interregional geopolitical scene throughout history. It was a crucial
point of interaction between the Mesopotamian and Iranian worlds, a true nexus in the
interregional interaction sphere that encompassed southwest Asia. Its primacy in
scholarship on the ancient Near East and the fact that decades of French excavations at
the site produced by far the largest datasets on the ancient Elamite kingdoms has resulted
in a disproportionate impact of this urban entity on reconstructions of Elamite historical
325
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geography and political history. Since the 1980s, with studies by Vallat, Glassner, and
Amiet, and the discovery of ancient Anšan in Fars, our understanding of ancient Elam has
shifted from an exclusive focus on Susa to an incorporation of the mountainous lands
stretching east and north.327
B. Anšan
The major Elamite capital of Anšan has been identified as the site of Tal-i Malyan
in the Kur River Basin of Fars by excavations in the 1970s.328 This location is much
farther east than originally thought, which has significantly changed scholarship on the
Elamite world. Considering its central importance in Elamite history, this anchor point on
the map greatly assists formulating detailed proposals for the location of other lands.
C. Adamdun
The city of Adamdun is well known from Ur III sources.329 A location to the east
of and near Susa is widely accepted, but a more precise identification remains disputed.
The discovery of a diorite tablet documenting building activities of Gudea of Lagaš in
Adamdun is said to have come from Tepe Surkhegan, in the foothills east of Susa, but
this has been called into doubt.330
D. Huhnur
The first mention of Huhnur is in an inscription of Puzur-Inšušinak where it is
part of a very long list of conquered cities, none of which have known locations. The city
was called the “bolt of Anšan” by Ibbi-Suen, which makes it certain that it was located in
southwest Iran.331 The main route from Susa to Anšan would have passed through the
southernmost end of the Zagros Mountains close to the coast of the Persian Gulf and
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bypassing the much more difficult routes through the southern Zagros intermontane
valleys. This southern route enters the highlands in the area of Ram Hormuz.332
E. Urua
Urua already appears in the ED geographical lists of Abu Salabikh and Ebla.333
Considering that Urua, in parallel to Huhnur, was referred to as the “bolt of Elam”, it
must alsohave been located in southwest Iran in the vicinity of the Susiana.334 A western
location within the Elamite sphere is evident from the fact that it was incorporated within
the Ur III state and it was closely associated with the province of Girsu in messenger
texts. Following the collapse of the Ur III Empire, Urua is no longer attested.335 Because
of its assumed location west of Susa, Wright has proposed that it was located in the Deh
Luran plain, perhaps to be identified as Tell Musiyan, the largest center in the region
during the last quarter of the third millennium BCE.336 However, this remains speculation
since the texts do not allow a more specific location than the general Susiana region. The
fact that Huhnur was called the “bolt of Anšan” and it was located at the entrance of the
southernmost Zagros region could indicate that Urua was likewise positioned east of Susa
at the entrance to the intermontane valleys. This could help explain its absence in the
Urusagrig messenger texts that describe a southern overland route and its inclusion in the
Girsu administration that incorporated much of the Susiana and the plains to its east.
Locating Urua in the Deh Luran valley is difficult to reconcile with an interpretation of
“Elam” as restricted to the mountain lands since this area first leads into the southwestern
plains of Khuzestan.
F. Pašime
The land of Pašime has always been assumed to be located at the head shores of
the Persian Gulf, mainly based on a hymn to Išbi-Erra of Isin that describes the extent of
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the Elamite kingdom of Kindattu, against whom he waged war, as stretching “from
Bašime, the coast of the sea to the border of Zabšali, and from Urua/Arawa, the lock of
Elam, to the border of Marhaši”.337 The discovery of two inscriptions at Tell Abu Sheeja
in Iraq close to the Iranian border and just west of the Deh Luran plain confirm that this
site is to be identified as ancient Pašime.338 This location actually does not contradict the
Išbi-Erra hymn passage, but it confirms that the Persian Gulf extended much farther north
in the Early Bronze Age than it does today.
Addendum: Der – Diniktum
While not a part of Elam, the cities of Der and Diniktum were located on its
northern border. The Urusagrig texts include a high number of references to both places
as part of the overland route to the southeast, while Old Babylonian references to
conflicts between the kingdoms of Ešnunna and Elam explicitly put the border at these
two cities.339 The ancient city of Der has been securely located at present-day Tell Badrah
on the border with Iran.340 The location of Diniktum is somewhat less secure. Second
millennium sources put Diniktum on Tigris downstream from Upi (= Opis) and as the
southern border of the kingdom of Ešnunna (Bryce 2009: 198). Since the city of Der was
not a part of Elam and remained an independent, small kingdom between the two powers
to its north and south throughout the Old Babylonian period, Ešnunna’s border with Elam
must have been in the region of Der.341 This puts Diniktum at the same latitude as Der on
the Tigris River to its west, possibly somewhere near present-day Kut.
III.2.4 ŠIMAŠKI (Fig. III.7)342
Following the end of Puzur-Inšušinak’s reign, the reign of Awan ended and the
political constellation of Šimaški became the new regional power.343 According to
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Mesopotamian sources, Šimaški consisted of several separate lands that extended “from
the border of Anshan to the Upper Sea”.344 The last ruler of Awan, Puzur-Inšušinak, was
finally defeated by Ur-Namma who established imperial control over Susa and opened
the way to domination as far east as Anshan (in Fars Province).345 During the Ur III
Empire, Mesopotamian sources document the rise to power of Šimaški. Following
several campaigns against Šimaški or lands therein, its ruler Kindattu marched against Ur
and dealt it its final blow following a weakening of central authority and the
establishment of the kingdom of Isin under Išbi-Erra.346
The location of Šimaški has been fiercely debated. Suggestions have included the
central and southern Zagros intermontane valleys,347 Kerman province,348 the central
Iranian Plateau,349 and even as far east as the Oxus Civilization in Central Asia.350 A
location on the central Iranian Plateau would seem the most likely considering its
location between Anshan in Fars and the Upper Sea that most likely denotes the Caspian
Sea, and the close connection between the Old Elamite Shimashki kingdom and
Anshan.351
While I follow Steinkeller’s convincing argument describing Šimaški as a
Mesopotamian catchall for the western Iranian Plateau during the Ur III period, in other
words a geographical region similar to Elam, Subartu, and Gutium, additional arguments
for the exclusion of the central Zagros region need to be discussed.352 Steinkeller
observed that the campaign of Šulgi against Kimaš and Hurti also resulted in the
gathering of booty from the land of the Amorites and Šimaški, suggesting they
neighbored Kimaš.353 Given the proposed location of Kimaš in the Khorramabad region,
the listing of booty of the Amorites and Šimaški helps to describe Šulgi’s itinerary. In the
year before his campaign against Kimaš, he had just defeated the decade-long uprising of
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the Subarean lands. Marching southward along the Jebel Hamrin, the location of the
Amorite lands, he must have crushed additional local resistance. Following his conquest
of Kimaš, he might have pushed through and raided the neighboring Šimaškian lands of
Zidanum, Zidahr, and Šigriš. This route excludes the central western Zagros.
Furthermore, Kimaš, Hurti, and Harši were associated with Šimaškian lands and people,
but never described as part of this region indicating that the Zagros Mountains valleys
were separate from it.
This statement finds further evidence in the archaeological record, despite
difficulties with correlating material culture and historical peoples. Throughout the Early
and Middle Bronze Age, the central Zagros region maintained a distinct indigenous
culture consisting of local ceramic traditions, burial practices, and settlement patterns (cf.
IV.3). These traditions are different than those observed archaeologically at Susa and
Anshan, the centers of the Old Elamite kingdom. Mesopotamian and Elamite material is
present in the western central Zagros region, but only as imports or through some degree
of cultural influence that can be expected considering geographical proximity and
Elamite political dominance. In contrast, the Iranian Plateau, including Elam in southwest
Iran, Marhaši in south Iran, the central Iranian Plateau (Šimaški), and to some extent the
Bactria-Margiana Archaeological Complex (Tukriš?) participated in a widely shared
cultural sphere.354 Finally, it should be noted that the central Iranian Plateau was
abandoned for much of the Early Bronze Age, but that it became repopulated and
urbanized by the last quarter of the third millennium BCE coinciding with the rise of
Šimaški as a player on the geopolitical scene.
A. Zabšali
Despite its apparent importance, there are only very few sources for Zabšali, all of
which are dated to the Ur III period and the first century following the empire’s collapse.
Zabšali is usually considered to have been dominant within the Šimaškian confederacy as
it sometimes stands in for the whole of Šimaški. Steinkeller considers Šimaški to be the
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general geographical term for the Iranian Plateau consisting of several lands that were
joined in a confederation headed by Zabšali.355
A year name and inscriptions of Šu-Suen describe a massive war against a large
coalition of Šimaškian lands during his seventh year.356 However, there are four separate
inscriptions referring to this campaign, while in the available literature references to these
inscriptions are only cursory. It is important to look at all four of these and the different
information they provide. The first and second inscriptions are most commonly
referenced. The first was carved on the base of a stele that depicted a captive énsi of
Zabšali named Ziringu and reads:
“at that time, Šimaški, the lands Zabšali, rising like locusts from the
border of Anšan to the Upper Sea, Yabulmat, [x], Sigriš, Alumidatum,
Garta, Azahar, Bulma, Nušušmar, Nušgalenum, Zizirtum, Arahir, Šatilu,
Tirmi’um, and [broken]”357
The third inscription differs significantly:
“Enlil granted to him, to Šu-Suen, […] the lands of Šimaški. He destroyed
the land Zabšali, the land Sigriš, the land Yabulmat, the land Alumidatum,
the land Garta, the land Šatilu, in total six lands. Azahar, Bulma,
Nušušmar, Nušganelum, Zizirtum, Arahir, [broken]”358
This inscription also includes a list of énsi: Indasu of Zabšali, Titi of Nušušmar, Samri of
[?], Nu-[x]-li of Alumidatum, Bunirni of Sigriš, Barihiza of Arahir, Waburtum of
Lullubum, Nenibzu of Zizirtum, Tirubi’u of Nušganelum, [x]-am-ti of Garta, Dungat of
Yabulmat.
The fourth is a votive inscription that states:
“when he destroyed the land of Zabšali and the lands of Šimaški”359
Several observations can be made when combining these inscriptions. The land
Zabšali is given special treatment. The plural ‘lands’ in the first inscriptions could include
the entire list that follow, which fits better with the third and fourth inscriptions that use
355
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the singular ‘land Zabšali’.360 The phrasing “in total six lands” in the third inscription is
commonly assumed to mean that these are the six core lands of the region of Šimaški, but
it should be noted that there is a variation exchanging the land of Šatilu with a different
land in the first inscriptions. The phrasing used to list the lands of Šimaški is difficult to
interpret in detail, but most likely those six lands were the most important. The fourth
inscription could then be interpreted to mean “the land of Zabšali and other lands of
Šimaški”. Finally, the first inscriptions and the third inscription name two different énsi
of Zabšali. The meaning of this is unknown.
Zabšali is usually assumed to be one of the northern lands of Šimaški.361 This
assumption rests solely on the description of the extent of the kingdom of Kindattu in an
Old Babylonian royal hymn to Išbi-Erra of Isin “from Bašime on the coast of the sea to
the border of Zabšali; from Urua/Arawa, the lock of Elam, to the border of Marhaši”.362
Given that in the past Pašime was thought to be located south of the Susiana at the head
of the present-day Persian Gulf, Stolper read this passage as a description of the southnorth and west-east axes. However, the identification of Pašime significantly further to
the north, west of Susa makes such a reading more problematic. Furthermore, this would
put the entire central Zagros region well within the lands of Šimaški, which is far from
certain based on archaeological evidence and the fact that this was part of the heartland of
Gutium. Considering that Pašime and Urua are located very close to each other if Urua
can indeed be identified as Musiyan in the Deh Luran plain, an alternative reading of this
passage interprets it as a literary reduplication describing the west-east extent of the Old
Elamite kingdom twice. This would locate Zabšali in the southeastern end of the region
of Šimaški north of Anšan. Such a location might possibly be further supported by the
fact that Indassu, énsi of Zabšali, is an Elamite name. Still, almost no names of
individuals from Zabšali are recorded while Elamite names are not necessarily restricted
to individuals from strictly Elamite lands.363
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B. Šigriš – Zidahri – Zidanum
Far less information is available on other lands of Šimaški. One of the main six
lands of Šimaški was Šigriš, known from Neo-Assyrian sources as Sikris.364 Furthermore,
Zidahri and Zidanum are closely associated with Šimaški and occur together with Šigriš
in the Urusagrig messenger texts.365 For the land of Zidanum we have slightly more
information considering that it is associated with Mount Abullat, which is also said to be
part of the land of Kimaš.366 Since we have located Kimaš in the Khorramabad region it
is now possible to situate Zidanum in or near Burujird. This fits very well with the recent
discovery of the ancient mine at Deh Hossein and the geological study that revealed
abundant copper and tin sources in this region.367 This would put Šigriš in the Arak
region of the Iranian Central Plateau, which fits very well with Medvedskaya’s recent
argument for the location of Neo-Assyrian Sikris.368
III.3 Local Historical Trajectories
III.3.1 Northern Subartu (north of the Lower Zab)
Considering its status in the second and first millennium BCE and the major
prehistoric sequence of the site, scholars generally assume that Nineveh was an important
urban center throughout the third millennium BCE.369 However, there is virtually no
evidence for this. The earliest evidence for Nineveh is an extremely fragmentary diorite
tablet that possibly carries an inscription of either Naram-Suen or Šarkališarri
commemorating construction work on a temple to Ištar.370 However, as Westenholz has
demonstrated, this inscription was almost certainly brought to Nineveh from Nippur in
the first millennium BCE together with a Šulgi foundation document from Kutha and a
Warad-Sin inscription from Ur.371 Similarly, the famous copper head presumably
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depicting one of the Old Akkadian kings was most likely brought to the site by
Assurbanipal as booty from Susa.372 Furthermore, there is not a single reference to
Nineveh in the Old Akkadian records. But while Nineveh itself might not have been an
important city before the second millennium BCE, this northern region certainly was part
of the focus of the Akkadian rulers. Naram-Suen campaigned all the way to the Upper
Tigris as evidenced by the Bassetki and Pir Husseyn inscriptions. It is during the Ur III
period that the city is mentioned for the first time, but only three times, most notably
when its Hurrian ruler Tiš-atal visited Babylonia as a vassal.373 Interestingly, in the same
year as this diplomatic visit, Šu-Suen campaigned in the north against Simanum.374
Nineveh was probably within that city’s political sphere since its ambassadors at Ur are
listed together with those from Simanum during Šulgi year 47. This visit can be
understood as the establishment of diplomatic relations following Šulgi’s final victory
over the Subarean lands. When Šu-Suen defeated Simanum, which apparently had
become a threat to the northern border, Tiš-atal either seized the opportunity to escape
from Simanum’s hegemony and establish Nineveh as an independent polity setting up
diplomatic and commercial ties with the Ur III state or he was forced to visit Babylonia to
swear loyalty after the rebellion was crushed. Either way, this moment seems to have
marked the beginning of Nineveh’s rising importance in the region.
A similar situation can be observed for the city of Urbilum (present-day Erbil).
The city first appears in texts from Ebla, but does not seem to have played any significant
role until the post-Akkadian period.375 Given Naram-Suen’s far northern campaigns, the
complete lack of Urbilum in Akkadian sources is striking and possibly indicates that it
did not have a relevant position at the time. At this time, like Nineveh, the city was
already a Hurrian polity as attested by Erridu-pizir’s inscription that mentions its ruler
Nirišhuha. Urbilum appears to have become a regional center since it was the target of
Šulgi’s northern campaigns listed along with Lullubum and Simurrum (and Šašrum). The
city appears to have been integrated into the Ur III state since it made frequent tax
deliveries and Babylonian troops were stationed there. On the other hand, no governor of
372
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the city is known. Perhaps, as with Aššur, Simanum, and Nineveh, the city had vassal
status and was kept in check by frequent demands of tribute and perhaps even
maintaining an Ur III garrison to keep the peace. We have no information about the city’s
history following the end of Ur III hegemony in the region, but by the time of the
Shemshara archives and Šamši-Adad’s reign, Urbilum had lost its independence and was
part of the kingdom of Qabra.376
Considering the central role of the city of Aššur during the historical periods of
ancient Mesopotamia and its strategic location on a crossing of the Tigris River, many
assume a long history preceding its rise to prominence. However, archaeological
excavations at the site beginning in the early 20th century have clearly demonstrated that
the city was established no earlier than the end of ED III.377 Not a single piece of ceramic
or other material item predating this late date has been retrieved during the extensive
excavations.378
As with so many other Trans-Tigridian places, Aššur was first mentioned in the
ED Geographical List from Abu Salabikh and Ebla.379 Such an early occurrence
demonstrates that the city rapidly grew to prominence following its initial foundation, a
typical pattern in the Trans-Tigridian region (cf. Chapter V). During the Akkadian period,
the city did not seem to play an important role since it is completely absent from royal
inscriptions or the large administrative corpus from south Mesopotamia. The city does
appear in the Old Akkadian archive from Gasur. From the city itself there is a small
collection of fourteen tablets and four votive inscriptions. While one of the inscriptions is
too fragmentary, the other three are of historical importance. The first one is a dedication
by Rimuš, which demonstrates that the city was under Akkadian control. A second
inscription is made by a local ruler Azuzu named “servant of Maništušu”. A third
inscription is carried on a votive plaque that is said to be part of the “booty of Gasur” and
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was dedicated by a local ruler called Ititi.380 While it is commonly accepted that Ititi must
have been an independent ruler considering that he does not refer to an Akkadian
overlord and that he apparently waged war against Gasur, his chronological position is
unclear.381 He could have predated the Akkadian conquest or more likely could have been
a local ruler during a time of instability. This brings to mind the governors of Simurrum
during the Ur III period who apparently were also able periodically to establish some
degree of independence from the kings of Ur. On the other hand, Ititi may have usurped
power following the collapse of the Akkadian Empire leaving a power vacuum in the
region. As such he might have been a contemporary of Erridu-pizir, the Gutian king who
waged war in Subartu.
During the Ur III period, Aššur occurs in administrative records only until the
fifth year of Amar-Suen. At this time, a man called Zarriqum governed the city.
Conventionally, Aššur has been considered to be the northernmost extent of the Ur III
state with Zarriqum as its appointed governor.382 However, recently Michalowski has
convincingly argued that this Zarriqum was a local ruler of an independent Aššur who
visited Babylonia as a vassal similar to the visit of Tiš-atal of Nineveh.383 The city
apparently remained loyal to the Ur III state since it’s not listed among the Subarean
enemies of Šu-Suen when he crushed a rebellion in the region. Following the end of Ur
III hegemony, Aššur built up its status in the region as a crucial nexus in a long-distance
trade network and ultimately became the main political power under Šamši-Adad.384
In sum, despite campaigns of the Akkadian, Gutian, and Ur III kings in the region
and mention of its cities in several historical inscriptions, we have very little information
of the political and historical development of the northern Trans-Tigridian region. Many
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assumptions about the importance of the famous cities of Nineveh, Aššur, and Urbilum
rest on the position they occupied in later Near Eastern history. That their later primacy in
the region should not simply be projected back in time becomes clear when considering
the archaeological evidence (see Chapter IV) and the implications of the few references
to the region in the ancient sources. Especially striking is the fact that the main regional
opponents of the Akkadian kings were Simanum and Azuhinum, which would only be
minor cities in the following centuries.
III.3.2 Lullubum (Shahrizor and Tanjaro plains)
The land of Lullubum and its people the Lullubi have a long history in the ancient
Near East.385 The land is first mentioned by Naram-Suen in his famous victory stele. This
inscription is unfortunately only very fragmentary preserved. The relevant sentence can
be read in two different ways. Most commonly accepted is the reading “si-du[r-x] [and]
the highlanders of Lullubum assembled”, which would perhaps provide the name of one
of Lullubum’s rulers.386 However, perhaps more likely considering the broken word a[-x]
(= ana?) preceding si-du[r-x] is the translation offered by Westenholz: “they assembled
[against him] at si-du[r-x], the mountain of Lullubum”.387 This translation and the
monument itself, which depicts Naram-Suen and his army marching up a mountain trail,
clearly locate Lullubum in the mountains.
Erridu-pizir’s campaigns in Subartu focused on suppressing a revolt of Simurrum
and Lullubum, implying they had already been integrated into his territories. The famous
rock relief at Darband-i Gawr on a very narrow pass in the Qara Dagh Mountains that
divide the Piedmont from the first real intermontane Zagros valleys depicts an
anonymous ruler crushing two enemies. This relief is especially striking because unlike
the other rock reliefs in the region, it is stylistically and iconographically closer related to
the Naram-Suen victory stele.388 Especially noteworthy is the depiction of the crushed
enemies that have long braided hair and appear to be falling in a similar physical posture
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as on Naram-Suen’s stele. The fact that the victorious ruler is depicted wearing a cap
rather than a crown is often used as an argument against this being Naram-Suen
himself.389 Attributing this relief to Erridu-pizir can make a possible alternative
suggestion.
The Šulgi campaigns also provide a clear connection between Simurrum and
Lullubum. On the other hand, an inscription of Šu-Suen that records his war against the
Šimaškian lands and provides a long list of defeated enemies includes a ruler of
Lullubum named Waburtum. This reference is sometimes used as an argument that at this
time the land of Lullubum was part of Šimaški, but it might just as well have been part of
a military alliance or Lullubum may have seized the opportunity to rise up against the Ur
III state at a time of widespread eastern instability. Considering the geographical
proximity of Lullubum and the northern Šimaškian lands, their occasional engagement
within the Subarean political sphere is not surprising since it provides the main overland
route between the northern Iranian Plateau and Mesopotamia. Šimaški must have been an
eastern neighbor of Subartu since the Haladiny Inscription of Iddi(n)-Sin of Simurrum
states that he defeated both the Amorites (to the west) and the Šimaškians (to the east).390
Following the retreat of the Ur III state from Subartu soon after the third year of
Ibbi-Suen (cf. infra), Anubanini established an independent kingdom of Lullubum and
extended his territory southward. His activities are recorded in a rock relief at Sar-i Pol-e
Zohab, which unfortunately does not provide any detailed historical information. His
name lived on in Mesopotamian historiographical tradition and he is mentioned in the
literary composition “the Cuthean Legend” in which he is the father of seven brothers
who were enemies of Naram-Suen.391 Anubanini’s short reign ended in defeat by Iddi(n)Sin of Simurrum.
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A few centuries later, the Lullubeans were no longer politically united, but still
formed a distinct ethnic group in the Zagros Mountains. The Shemshara archives
frequently refers to them as scattered across the Zagros valleys. Interestingly, Lullubeans
never have Hurrian names and they may have maintained a separate identity as some of
the original inhabitants of the region.392
III.3.3 Simurrum
The land of Simurrum played an important role in the history of Mesopotamia
during the Ur III and Isin dynasties. It is first attested in a year name of Sargon recording
his conquest of this land.393 After that it only rarely occurs in Akkadian sources. The
people of Simurrum are referenced only once in a letter from Gasur, which is surprising
considering its proximity. Two year names of Naram-Suen record his victory against
Simurrum and the capture of its énsi Baba/Bibi at Mount Hasimar.394 Finally, Simurrian
people are listed together with men from Lullubum in an administrative text from
Lagaš. 395 After the fall of the Akkadian Empire, Simurrum appears to have fallen under
the influence sphere of Gutian rulers. While the evidence is scant, two inscriptions of
Erridu-pizir record an uprising of Simurrum and Lullubum.396
An interesting reference to Simurrum can be found in two archival tablets from
Girsu dated to either the second dynasty of Lagaš or the early years of the Ur III state.
These tablets record rations expended to foreigners from Simurrum, Lullubum, and
Huhnuri, along with “sons of Šimbi-išnu”.397 This personal name very likely refers to the
father of Puzur-Inšušinak mentioned in one of the latter’s inscriptions. This might
indicate that both Simurrum and Lullubum were incorporated in the state of PuzurInšušinak who could have appointed members of the royal family as governors. These
392
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governors or princes could have been brought to Girsu as captives following UrNamma’s defeat of Puzur-Inšušinak.398
The history of Simurrum can only be written beginning in the Ur III period.399
Šulgi spent much of the second half of his reign attempting to conquer and pacify the
Subarean lands. His year names repeatedly list campaigns against Simurrum and its
neighbors. The earliest known ruler of Simurrum was a man named Tappan-Darah. He
must have been taken captive during one of Šulgi’s campaigns since he and his family
then appear as exile hostages in archival records into Šu-Suen’s seventh year. In years
40-42 of Šulgi’s reign, the prominent official Silluš-Dagan was governor of Simurrum,
but the Subarean lands were not yet firmly under Ur III control considering that Šulgi had
to campaign again in the region the following years. After his final victory, a certain
Ul(l)am-šen might have been Simurrum’s governor or vassal ruler. Certainly, from the
eighth year of Amar-Suen until the second year of Šu-Suen a man with the Hurrian name
Kirip-ulme was a vassal ruler of Simurrum. A literary letter informs us that in the
following year Šu-Suen had to campaign in Subartu and that Simurrum aided the
enemy.400 If accurate, Kirip-ulme might have seized the opportunity of a regional
uprising in an attempt to throw off the yoke of the Ur III state.
Šu-Suen’s campaign appears to have been successful and Simurrum must have
remained under the control of the Ur III state into the first years of Ibbi-Suen’s reign. A
tablet dated to Ibbi-Suen was found at Tall Brusti, close to Tell Shemshara in the Rania
Plain, indicating that this northeastern region was still integrated within the empire.401
However, at Ešnunna no year names after Ibbi-Suen’s third year are attested, which
means that the lower Diyala region no longer recognized Ibbi-Suen around this time.402
Interestingly, the third year of Ibbi-Suen is known as “the year that Ibbi-Suen, king of Ur,
destroyed Simurrum”. In other words, the lands of Subartu, and especially traditionally
problematic Simurrum, rejected Ibbi-Suen’s control over the region. Despite his claim to
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victory, the lands of Subartu and the lower Diyala appear to have gained autonomy
around this time. The vacuum created by the end of Ur III hegemony in the TransTigridian region resulted in the emergence of several rulers of independent kingdoms,
often with region-wide territorial aspirations. For example, the land of Karahar became
an independent kingdom under its rulers Tiš-atal and Zardamu. It is during this time that
Iddi(n)-Sin, best known from his rock reliefs and inscriptions, emerged on the
geopolitical scene.403 At the height of his reign Iddi(n)-Sin controlled a territory
extending from north of the Rania Plain (location of the Betwate/Jerusalem relief) to the
entrance to the Zagros Mountains (the Sar-i Pol-e Zohab relief and inscription). His rise
to power began with the defeat of Anubanini of Lullubum whose territory he
incorporated in his own kingdom according to the Haladiny Inscription near
Sulaimaniyah and the depiction of this victory on the Sar-e Pol-e Zohab relief. Following
the example of the Akkadian and Ur III kings, he called himself the “mighty king”
(“dannum”) and adopted a deified name. During his reign he lined up his son Zabazuna
for succession. In a seal inscription, a certain Ili-dannu calls himself the servant of
“Iddi(n)-Sin, the mighty king, [and] his son Zabazuna”.404 With a recent analysis of the
Betwate inscriptions (including the Jerusalem relief and inscription), Ahmed
demonstrated that this area, ancient Kulunnum, was first conquered by Iddi(n)-Sin and at
a later time revolted against Zabazuna who at the time was the governor or general of the
region.405 Simurrum remained the regional hegemonic power following Iddi(n)-Sin’s
death as evidenced by two seal inscriptions of administrators serving “Zabazuna, the
mighty king”.406 No rulers of an independent Simurrum are known after that.
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The date of Ibbi(n)-Sin and Zabazuna can be fixed in more detail. Given the
Rania Plain tablet dated to Ibbi-Suen and the indications that the Ur III state lost control
over the Trans-Tigridian region only after Ibbi-Suen’s third year, Iddi(n)-Sin’s
ascendance to power can not have taken place earlier. Furthermore, Iddi(n)-Sin had to
defeat Anubanini of Lullubum who had already carved out a large independent kingdom
in the years following the retreat of the Ur III state. Another chronological anchor point is
the Subarean assault on Ešnunna in or around 2002 BCE (MC-8). A fragmentary letter
from Tell Asmar (ancient Ešnunna) reports on battles in the Trans-Tigridian region and
that an army of Iddi(n)-Sin was defeated.407 This event can be connected with another
letter reporting on the activities of Išbi-Erra of Isin who captured an unknown Zinnum,
ruler of Subartu, campaigned against Hamazi, and then reinstated Nur-ahum in Ešnunna.
This event is echoed by Nur-ahum’s year name that records a defeat of Subartu by the
god Tišpak.408 To this we need to add one final chronological anchor point. A seal
impression of an administrator serving Zabazuna was found underneath a burnt floor in
the Šu-Suen temple of Ešnunna, which can now be dated within or at the end of the reign
of Nur-ahum.409 This puts the seal impression also within the time of Nur-ahum. Based
on this evidence we can suggest the following sequence of events. Following Ibbi-Suen’s
last attempt to maintain control over Subartu in his third year (2015 BCE (MC-8),
Anubanini established himself as king of an independent Lullubum and began extending
his territorial control. This put him in conflict with another contender for regional
hegemony, Iddi(n)-Sin of Simurrum, who managed not only to defeat him, but also to
create a vast kingdom covering most of Subartu.410 Iddi(n)-Sin maintained control for
several years and lined up his son Zabazuna for succession. Other aspiring rulers in the
region contested Simurrum’s supremacy resulting in a revolt by Kulunnum in the north
and various rebellious armies throughout Subartu. The Ešnunna letter mentions a certain
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Manda who took the city of Niqqum and Dadl[a-x] who took Halman, while yet another
ruler called DUMU.hu-dam (or “son of Hupitam”) managed to defeat an army of Iddi(n)Sin.411 It is not clear whether this meant the end of Iddi(n)-Sin’s reign. The fact that IšbiErra of Isin came to liberate the central Mesopotamian cities and went on to campaign in
Subartu, where he captured yet another ruler named Zinnum, very likely means that
Iddi(n)-Sin did not survive the upheaval. Next, Nur-ahum was installed as ruler of
Ešnunna. During his short reign, Zabazuna managed to regain control over his father’s
kingdom. While he also adopted a deified name and was called “mighty king”, which
should signal that he ruled independently from Išbi-Erra of Isin, it is reasonable to
assume that he did not control the same territory as his father once did.
To summarize, in the span of about twenty years following the end of Ur III
hegemony, several kings managed to establish powerful independent kingdoms in the
Trans-Tigridian region, most notably Lullubum (Anubanini) and Simurrum (Iddi(n)-Sin
and Zabazuna). Despite their boastful claims, their rule was never secure and their
hegemony was constantly challenged. The Ešnunna letters that record events of this time
provide several more names of local rulers and warlords. In this context, the appearance
of four separate but similar rock reliefs at Sar-i Pol-e Zohab and several others in the
region (most notably the relief at Darband-i Shaikhan/Belula) possibly reflects the rapid
shifts of power. Unfortunately, we are left in the dark about the aftermath of these
tumultuous decades. The Shemshara archive informs us that by the time of Šamši-Adad
of Aššur a myriad of local city-states and small kingdoms had arisen in the TransTigridian and northern Zagros regions with deep historical roots that can be traced back
at least to the Old Akkadian period when they first emerged on the historical scene. These
polities maintained economic and diplomatic ties with occasional skirmishes and military
alliances. Simurrum continued to be a player in the region considering its frequent
occurrence in the Shemshara archive.412 However, the name disappears from the records
by the time of Hammurabi of Babylon. While Neo-Assyrian lexical lists equate Zabban
with Simurrum,413 the Old Babylonian sources clearly distinguish between the two.
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Nevertheless, they must have been near each other, which would account for their later
conflation. An archival text from Sippar of the 4th year of Apil-Sin (1818 BCE) mentions
both Simurrum and Zabban.414 Similarly, letters from Shemshara from the time of ŠamšiAdad (1801-1768 BCE) make reference to both Simurrum (x3) and Zabban/Zappan
(x1).415 From the time of Hammurabi, archival texts dated to the reign of Silli-Sin (1757? BCE) and Iluna (1729 BCE) of Ešnunna and found at Me-Turran in the Hamrin basin
only make reference to Zabban. In other words, around 1800 BCE Simurrum occurs for
the last time while Zabban only begins to appear, suggesting that there could have been a
shift from one center to the other dominating the same region.416
III.3.4 Hamrin and the Diyala drainage system
The Jebel Hamrin was known as Mount Ebih in ancient Mesopotamia and was
called the “lock of the land”, much like Urua and Huhnuri were both called the “lock of
Elam”.417 The main city in the Hamrin Basin was Awal, which is frequently mentioned in
records from the Akkadian to the Old Babylonian period.418 The earliest occurrence of
Awal, as so many other places, is in the ED Geographical List.419 During the Ur III
period, Awal was a strategic location on the Diyala/Sirwan River and we know that a
high functionary named Babati was its governor during the reign of Šu-Suen.420
Unfortunately, there are otherwise very few sources providing information on the Hamrin
region other than it being located on the important Zagros Piedmont route.421 Other cities
and lands in the region, especially Niqqum and Halman, are well attested, but almost
nothing is known about their historical development in the third millennium BCE.
III.3.5 Der
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The ancient city of Der in the southern Zagros Piedmont appears in written
sources beginning in ED III as BÀD.ANki.422 It occurs in administrative records from
Lagaš that confirm this city-state’s close connections with the central Zagros region and
southwest Iran. During the Akkadian period, Der only occurs twice in administrative
records. The city first becomes prominent in historical records from the Ur III period.423
Šulgi’s eastern campaigns, in the second half of his reign, first target Der in order to
secure the overland Piedmont route that allows direct access to both southwest Iran and
the Trans-Tigridian region. Following the collapse of the Ur III state, Der appears to have
escaped many of the power struggles that ensued throughout the Trans-Tigridian and
Zagros regions.424 The city of Der became an independent polity during this decade and
the earliest local ruler known to us is Anum-mutappil with the title šakkanakku. In three
preserved inscriptions, he claims to have defeated the powerful Old Elamite kingdom,
Der’s southern neighbor, which is an impressive feat, but this could perhaps be seen as
part of Išbi-Erra’s campaign to counter the territorial threat from Kindattu.425 A letter
from Ešnunna referring to Anum-mutappil is addressed to Bilalama, which could suggest
that he was the ruler of Der who established its independence from Ibbi-Suen a couple of
decades earlier. Bilalama of Ešnunna was allied with Elam and even had an Elamite
name, as did his predecessor Kirikiri. Following the destruction of Ešnunna at the end of
Bilalama’s reign, a certain Usur-awassu became king; this is the same name as the former
ambassador of Der to Ešnunna.426 This could suggest that Anum-mutappil was, at least
jointly with Gungunum of Larsa, responsible for Ešnunna’s destruction and that this is
the war against Elam he referenced in his inscription.427
III.3.6 Deh Luran
As with the Hamrin Basin and Der, third millennium historical sources for the
Deh Luran plain are scarce despite its obvious strategic location on the overland Zagros
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Piedmont route connecting the Diyala/Sirwan region and Babylonia with the Susiana.428
If the identification of Urua with the site of Musiyan is correct, then the Deh Luran plain
formed an independent polity during the Early Dynastic period and subsequently became
a small, but strategically located entity in the Akkadian, Ur III, and Old Elamite states.429
Nevertheless, despite its apparent strategic location and the occurrence of Urua as a
minor, but still important nexus in the geopolitical network of the late third millennium
BCE, the Deh Luran plain was merely a small locality dependent on the power and
prosperity of its more powerful neighbors, most notably Susa and Pašime.430
III.3.7 Susa – Awan and Šimaški
The history of Susa during the last quarter of the third millennium BCE is rather
fragmentary. The region of Susa was the target of Sargon’s southeastern campaigns and it
was further consolidated within the Akkadian Empire under Rimuš. That the city was
well integrated into the empire is clear from administrative records, but very little is
known about the governorship. The earliest attested governor, or énsi, was Ešpum of
whom we have a statuette with inscription.431 Another governor in the wider region was
Ilšu-rabi, énsi of Pašime.432 Both served under Maništušu. We know of two more regents
of the land of Elam, Ili’išmani and Epir-mupi, but their exact date remains uncertain.
Frayne and Potts have suggested that Epir-mupi was énsi of Susa during the earlier part
of Naram-Suen’s reign followed by Ili’išmani who served into the early years of
Šarkallišari.433 The basis for these dates depends on iconography and epigraphy, but they
are far from certain. Both of these regents adopted a different title: GÌR.NÍTA, perhaps to
be interpreted as a military governor. Furthermore, neither acknowledged an Akkadian
king in their titles, suggesting that they might have operated with some degree of
autonomy. Finally, Epir-mupi adopted the title “dannum”, “mighty”, which was reserved
for Akkadian kings and first used by Naram-Suen. This has led Sallaberger and
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Westenholz to propose that he acted increasingly independently from the Akkadian king
and probably ruled in the later years of Šarkallišari when the empire began to
disintegrate.434
Subsequent to the emerging independence of Susa under Epir-mupi, the history of
Susa is unknown. After Šarkallišarri’s death followed a period of instability and then the
reigns of Dudu and Šudurul who could only maintain tenuous control of a much reduced
empire, albeit one still including large parts of Babylonia. The empire came to a complete
end following the death of Šudurul, 39 years after Šarkallišarri.435 It would seem unlikely
that Epir-mupi was still alive at this time, but we do not have any information about his
successors. Only with the appearance of Puzur-Inšušinak do Susa and the land of Awan
reappear in our historical sources. The only chronological anchor point is the defeat of
Puzur-Inšušinak by Ur-Namma who founded the Ur III Empire. Ur-Namma recorded in
his inscriptions that he drove Puzur-Inšušinak out of the Diyala/Sirwan region and that he
conquered Susa.436 The length of Puzur-Inšušinak’s reign is unknown, but the most recent
calculations of Ur-Namma’s conquests put this event 70-80 years after the death of
Šarkallišarri (and thereby the time of Epir-mupi) and 45 years or more after the death of
Šudurul.437 Even a shorter duration of 50 to 67 years (as argued in section I.1.3) would
still leave 11 to 28 years between the death of Šudurul and the rise of Ur-Namma. Given
this length of time, it seems unlikely that Puzur-Inšušinak was responsible for the end of
the Akkadian Empire since his conquest of the Diyala/Sirwan region certainly occurred
later in his reign after he had established his rule at Susa and then campaign in the
southern Zagros region to obtain access to the Iranian Plateau.438 At this time, he adopted
the title “king of Awan”, perhaps having already conquered parts of central Babylonia
(Umma, Kazallu, Marad).439 However, his inscriptions do not mention campaigns or
conquests in Babylonia or the Diyala/Sirwan region, which are only known through UrNamma’s monuments. It is possible that Puzur-Inšušinak campaigned against the Gutian
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king Erridu-Pizir whose father Enrida-pizir was possibly responsible for the end of the
Akkadian dynasty. Erridu-pizir states he resided in the city of Akkad where he prepared
for war and assembled his army.440 Therefore it seems likely that Puzur-Inšušinak’s
northern and western incursions were only of short duration and perhaps caused the
conflict with Ur-Namma. Simultaneously, Gudea of Lagaš was active in these conflicts.
There are indications that Gudea first established diplomatic relations with PuzurInšušinak to obtain resources from the Iranian Plateau,441 but later he had to conduct
military campaigns against the Susiana region perhaps in response to Puzur-Inšušinak’s
growing territorial ambitions.442
The origins of Puzur-Inšušinak have been the subject of intense debate with
suggestions that he hailed from Anšan,443 from Awan,444 or perhaps that he was part of
the Susian elite.445 In his inscriptions he names his father Šimpi-išhuk, an Elamite name,
without a title. This could suggest ancestry in the Elamite highlands rather than Susa
where Akkadian names and language were dominant. However, considering the decades
of independence after Šarkallišarri, it is not unreasonable to speculate that highland rulers
attempted to control Susa during this period. This would put Puzur-Inšušinak’s ancestry
in the highlands, but he himself could have been born at Susa.446
Eventually, Puzur-Inšušinak’s reign along with the Awan dynasty came to an end
with the expansion of the Ur III state under Ur-Namma. Susa and the Susiana were
securely under its control during the time of his successor Šulgi who was able to use this
region as a military starting point for additional campaigns in the Zagros region,
especially against the lands of Harši, Hurti, and Kimaš. Šulgi appears to have failed to
gain access to the Iranian Plateau via Anšan, which was never integrated in the Ur III
state. Instead he bypassed Anšan via Kimaš along the Khorramabad route, in the same
way as Puzur-Inšušinak did before him. As a result, he opened direct diplomatic relations
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with an unnamed king of Šimaški.447 He also established diplomatic relations with Ebarat
who maintained the peace in the highlands between Susa and Anšan. During the reign of
the last Ur III king, Ibbi-Suen, Ebarat severed the symbiotic relationship with the Ur III
state and took control of Susa. His successor Kindattu eventually established a new
Elamite kingdom that controlled the Susiana, the entire south Zagros region, and the
Iranian Plateau. He seems to have attempted military incursions into Babylonia as well,
but Išbi-Erra of Isin, who established his own independent kingdom, managed to thwart
those ambitions.448
III.4 Historical Developments East of the Tigris during the Third Millennium BCE
III.4.1 EBA III – the Early Dynastic period
As the ED Geographical Lists suggest, the Trans-Tigridian region was already
part of the wider interregional commercial and diplomatic network during this period.
This also becomes clear from the earliest historical inscriptions of Mesopotamian rulers
who boast to have campaigned against Subartu and Elam, even though these might have
been merely border skirmishes and not actual conquests. Additional evidence for the
importance of the lands east of the Tigris River during this period is provided by the
Sumerian King List, which includes both Hamazi in the north and Awan in the south as
major geopolitical powers. More detailed information becomes available by the very end
of the period during the decades before the establishment of Akkadian hegemony.
Following the military conflict between Eannatum of Lagaš against cities in the Susiana
region, these cities maintained close commercial ties with the state of Lagaš. The records
are not entirely clear, but the nature of the interaction as recorded in the Lagaš archives
could even indicate that they were to some degree politically dependent on the Lagaš
rulers.449
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III.4.2 EBA IVa – the Old Akkadian period
The enormous ambitions of the Akkadian kings, beginning with Sargon,
transformed the loose commercial and diplomatic interregional network into a vast
empire maintained with military force. The assumed location of Akkad at the middle of
the Tigris River put it in close contact with both northern Mesopotamia and Babylonia.
The city is strikingly absent from earlier sources, but the sudden rise and rapid decline of
cities in the Trans-Tigridian region provides the framework for this development.450
However, despite the well-documented campaigns of the Akkadian kings in the TransTigridian region, there is a remarkable lack of historical information for the region and
many of the cities that became centers for powerful political entities in the following
centuries appear to have been merely local towns during this period. On the other hand, it
seems that other cities that were unimportant or secondary in later times were the seat of
powerful polities during the Old Akkadian period (e.g. Simanum; Ahuzinum). In any
case, the underrepresentation of the region in Old Akkadian sources, in large part
stemming from a lack of archaeological fieldwork, is undoubtedly the main cause of our
lack of understanding of its historical and political developments. Before the discovery of
the early archives from sites such as Tell Mardikh (Ebla) and Tell Beydar (Nabada),
historical evidence for northern Mesopotamia was also scarce.
III.4.3 EBA IVb – the post-Akkadian and Ur III period
4.3.1 Guti expansion and control
The collapse of the Akkadian Empire created a power vacuum that was partially
filled by Gutians who had their ancestral homeland in the central Zagros region. Enridapizir and Erridu-pizir were active in the Diyala/Sirwan region and obtained political
control over Simurrum, Lullubum, and Urbilum. Other cities might have regained their
independence. For example, at Aššur an independent ruler called Ititi claimed to have
raided Gasur and might have reigned during a period of instability, possibly following the
end of Akkadian hegemony.
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4.3.2 Awan and Puzur-Inšušinak
Despite the boastful claims of the Akkadian kings regarding their conquests in the
Elamite world, their political control over southwest Iran might not necessarily have
extended beyond Susiana. Perhaps at times they managed to control distant cities such as
Anšan, but frequent military campaigns in this direction and records of diplomatic
marriages suggest that they were not able to completely integrate these lands within the
empire. The best evidence for this comes from an Old Elamite treaty found at Susa
establishing peaceful relations between an unknown ruler, possibly of Awan, and NaramSuen of Akkad.
The important city of Susa gained independence from Akkad relatively early on,
perhaps already during the last years of Šarkališarri’s reign. Epir-mupi, the local governor
at this time, adopted titles that went beyond the usual titulary of Akkadian officials. The
history of Susa in the decades after the end of Akkadian hegemony is shrouded in
darkness. At some point, Puzur-Inšušinak, the last king of Awan, came to power and
managed to establish a powerful kingdom that encompassed Susa and the southern
Zagros Mountains, extending his reach to the Iranian Plateau by opening the
Khorramabad route to Šimaški, bypassing Anšan. His territorial ambitions and perhaps
even a desire to emulate the Akkadian kings led him northward where he managed to
establish control over the Diyala/Sirwan region. Unfortunately, these conquests are only
known through the inscriptions of Ur-Namma who expelled him from the region. It
seems almost certain that these northern activities would have put him in direct conflict
with the Gutians, but at present there is no record of such interaction. In fact, there is
virtually no evidence for interaction between the Elamite and Gutian worlds despite that
they clearly were neighbors.
4.3.3 Consolidation and control of the Ur III State
Sumerian kings gradually regained control over Babylonia. Gudea of Lagaš
presided over an immense increase in wealth for his state, which he achieved through
military action and probably more important diplomacy. The fact that he built a temple in
the city of Adamdun at the foothills of the Zagros Mountains remains difficult to
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interpret. He might have obtained (temporary) political control over the Susiana or he
might have maintained very close relations with Puzur-Inšušinak, perhaps reflected in
monuments from Susa.451 Eventually, Ur-Namma of Ur unified Babylonia under his rule,
expelled Puzur-Inšušinak from the Diyala/Sirwan region and established political control
over Susa and the Susiana. The defeat of Puzur-Inšušinak might have allowed local rulers
to emerge who attempted to step in his footsteps. Hunnili, ruler of Kimaš, adopted titles
similar to those of Puzur-Inšušinak during the years between Ur-Namma and Šulgi.
Ur-Namma’s successor Šulgi consolidated the new Ur III state and in the second
half of his reign he vastly expanded its territory through a long series of military
conquests through three Subarean and three Elamite wars. Steinkeller’s model of Ur III
core and peripheral provinces argues that the Trans-Tigridian region, the Zagros
Piedmont, and the Susiana were tightly incorporated in the Ur III state from Urbilum in
the north to Adamdun in the south. The lands of Kimaš, Hurti, and Harši even extended
its territory into the Zagros Mountains, at least along a narrow strip reaching the
Šimaškian lands on the Iranian Plateau. However, more recently reconsiderations of the
relationships between Trans-Tigridian cities and the Ur III state suggest a more nuanced
model. Aššur, Nineveh, and possibly even Urbilum and Šašrum might have been vassal
kingdoms rather than peripheral territories. At times the Ur III state could have positioned
garrisons and administrative officials in these regions and demanded tribute and oaths of
loyalty from its rulers, but this need not imply complete control and governance, which
was left to local elites. Even the land of Simurrum on the central Diyala/Sirwan River
might not have been as tightly incorporated into the Ur III state as previously thought.
Governance of this land was at times conducted by local rulers such as Tappan-Darah,
Ul(l)am-šen, and Kirip-ulme who have Hurrian names. References to these men in Ur III
administrative records suggest that they were to some degree independent from the Ur III
state and certainly not instated from outside. During Šu-Suen’s reign the Subarean lands
revolted against Ur III hegemony, which set in motion a period of instability that would
result in a complete overthrow by the third year of Ibbi-Suen.
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4.3.4 Rise of Šimaški and formation of the Old Elamite kingdom
Šulgi’s conquest of Kimaš, Hurti, and Harši opened a direct route to the lands of
Šimaški and the wealth flowing through the Iranian Plateau, bypassing Anšan and Awan.
This led to direct diplomatic relations with Šimaškian rulers. Whether Šimaški at this
time was already politically consolidated in a confederacy is not clear considering rulers
and ambassadors from its many lands are recorded acting independently in the Ur III
records. The southern Zagros region was pacified through good diplomatic relations with
Ebarat, who is listed as a Šimaškian king in a later king list along with his ancestral line.
His origins are unclear, but he might have originally come from one of the southern
Šimaškian lands or a local Anšan dynasty. He was particularly useful to the Ur III kings
by his ability to keep these lands in check. Still, Šu-Suen needed to wage war against the
Šimaškian lands, apparently led by the land of Zabšali at the time, and Ebarat might have
aided him in this war. By the time of Ibbi-Suen it became clear that the Ur III state was
crumbling and marked for dissolution. Ebarat was soon succeeded by his son Kindattu
who read the spirit of the times and turned against Ibbi-Suen. He took control of Susa and
even pushed into Babylonia where he was ultimately defeated by Išbi-Erra who might
have used this opportunity to dethrone Ibbi-Suen since he was clearly no longer able to
defend Babylonia. Kindattu had to retreat, but by then he had established the vast Old
Elamite kingdom that encompassed the Susiana, Anšan, and Šimaški.
4.3.5 Simurrum and Lullubum: battle for the control over Subartu
The power vacuum that followed the retreat of the Ur III state after Ibbi-Suen’s
third year allowed indigenous rulers to built independent kingdoms, often aspiring
region-wide control in the footsteps of the Akkadian and Ur III kings. Anubanini of
Lullubum was the first to succeed in carving out a large kingdom, but was soon overtaken
by Iddi(n)-Sin and his son Zabazuna of Simurrum. This perhaps short-lived dynasty
achieved region-wide dominance, but nonetheless other ambitious men continuously
challenged it. The city of Kulunnum, near the Rania Plain, revolted, while eventually
Iddi(n)-Sin was defeated during a war that involved several Subarean warlords that even

116

managed to threaten Ešnunna offering the opportunity to Išbi-Erra of Isin to step in,
reinstate local rule and stability, and extend his political power.
During the following centuries the region gradually stabilized into a patchwork of
smaller independent kingdoms as documented in the Shemshara archives. These never
seem to have been ruled by Amorite dynasties, unlike the cities and kingdoms of
Mesopotamia. Instead they saw the emergence of indigenous Hurrian dynasties.
Lullubum and the Gutian lands on the other hand appear to have maintained an ethnic
identity that predated the spread of Hurrian identity in the region.
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Fig. III.1 – Map showing location of major ancient regions
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Fig. III.2 – Chronological table of the post-Akkadian period
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Fig. III.3 – Chronological table showing different proposals for the Gutian chronology

120

Fig. III.4 – Correlation table of Early Bronze Age framework with Mesopotamian
historical chronology
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Fig. III.5 – Map of Subartu with major lands and cities

Fig. III.6 – Map of western Elam with major lands and cities
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IV. Archaeological Datasets
This chapter will discuss the main sites and their material culture that are relevant
to this study. The chronological focus of this study is divided into four phases based on
changes in material culture, settlement patterns, and social-historical developments: Late
Chalcolithic 4-5 (c. 3600-3100 BCE), the transitional phase EBA I (c. 3100-2900 BCE),
EBA II (c. 2900-2500 BCE), EBA III-IV (c. 2500-2000 BCE). Each period is discussed
per region: Mesopotamia (with a focus on the Jezirah), the Trans-Tigridian Corridor,
southwest Iran, the Central Zagros region, and northern Iran. The division between these
regions is based on geographical-ecological zones and different material assemblages.
However, the boundaries between these zones are somewhat arbitrary. In the north, the
Jezirah region is considered here to be west of the Tigris, but the sites on the Tigris River
itself are grouped together with the Trans-Tigridian zone. Likewise, the Hamrin region is
grouped with the Trans-Tigridian zone considering its eastern connections during the first
half of the Early Bronze Age, but it has also close ties to central Mesopotamia and the
Lower Diyala region. The Deh Luran valley is grouped with the Trans-Tigridian region
as its southernmost extension due to its connections to the Hamrin and Luristan during
EBA I-II. During EBA III-IV the Deh Luran area is absorbed into the cultural and
political sphere of Susa, but it will be discussed as part of the Trans-Tigridan region to
reflect the cultural dissolution of the period. Finally, the easternmost valleys of the
central Zagros are considered part of the mountainous region, but they have clear
connections to the northern Iranian Plateau and northwestern Iran, especially during the
Chalcolithic periods.
The Mesopotamian world is relevant for the area under study considering its
cultural and political impact on the wider ancient Near East. However, given the
enormous body of literature for this region that only has indirect significance in this
study, the sections on Mesopotamia will be brief.
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IV.1 Late Chalcolithic 4-5 (c. 3600-3100 BCE) (Fig. IV.1)
The Late Chalcolithic traditions can be broadly separated into three widespread
cultural zones: Greater Mesopotamia, Iranian Plateau, and Caucasus. Each zone has its
own internal chronological development and regional variation and there is surprisingly
little influence on the material culture between the regions despite good evidence for
frequent interaction and exchange.
IV.1.1 Mesopotamia
The Late Chalcolithic period of Mesopotamia has been the subject of intensive
research and long discussions for many decades, resulting in an extensive bibliography
on the topic. Much of the research focuses on the differences and dynamics between
northern and southern Mesopotamia where clearly different pathways of emerging social
complexity developed.452 Until the LC 3 period (c. 3800-3600 BCE), the material culture
of both regions appears to be clearly distinct, although these early periods in south
Mesopotamia are poorly documented.453 The northern LC tradition is dominated by
undecorated, relatively standardized, chaff ware ceramics. This tradition has been
documented extensively in southeast Anatolia, the Jezirah region, and northeast Iraq up to
the border of the Zagros Mountains, and even includes northwest Iran, but significant
regional variation persists.454 During LC 3, the first so-called “southern” types start to
appear, most notably beveled rim bowls. LC 4 is marked by the co-occurrence of a full
set of southern Mesopotamian types with distinctly different wares alongside the
continuation of local chaff ware ceramics. Presumably the same pattern continues
throughout LC 5, but it remains difficult to define and identify the assemblage of this
period.455
For a long time, scholars generally agreed that the spread of southern
Mesopotamian material was a short phenomenon and represented the insertion of
southern population along with their distinctive material culture into the local northern
societies. However, beginning in the 1980s, as a result of new excavations in Syria and
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southeast Turkey, it became clear that the spread of southern material culture was a much
longer process spanning several centuries.456 In addition, two major reevaluations of old
excavation data from Nineveh457 and Tepe Gawra458 rearranged the chronological
framework of the Late Chalcolithic period and demonstrated that several sites originally
thought to be contemporary with the spread of southern Mesopotamian populations
actually predated it. To make matters even more complicated, the material culture of the
latter part of the Late Chalcolithic period appears to have remained largely the same with
only minor developments.459 As a result, at present it remains unclear how the northern
and southern traditions relate to each other, and even whether these distinctions are based
on a historical reality rather than heuristic categorizations. Especially in survey data it
remains almost impossible to determine whether a site with only northern material culture
should be considered to be LC 3 or contemporary with LC 4-5 sites but without the
presence of southern material. Excavation data has not yet revealed any site of LC 4-5
date with strictly local northern material, so this study operates under the hypothesis that
during this period the two traditions converge, especially in the plains of the Jezirah and
east of the Tigris, and by the end the “southern” tradition becomes widespread until the
radical change in traditions during the following EBA I period.
IV.1.2 Trans-Tigridian Corridor
The region between the Tigris and the Zagros as a whole is poorly represented in
our archaeological datasets due to a lack of fieldwork in this zone. This is reflected in
every period discussed here. The Late Chalcolithic period has recently been a major focus
of research by new excavation projects in Iraqi Kurdistan. However, these projects tend
to focus on the earlier phases of the Late Chalcolithic while LC 4-5 has proven somewhat
elusive. This suggests a long-term trend of gradual growth and possibly even
urbanization from the end of the Ubaid period until the middle of the fourth millennium
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BCE, similar to the Jezirah region.460 The later phase of Uruk expansion into the Jezirah
as of present remains undetected in the northern Trans-Tigridian Corridor, but this might
be a result of lack of excavations of sites with this material. Much of the recent results
from Iraqi Kurdistan remain unpublished, but the first reports have documented a related
material culture to that known from the Jezirah, but with local characteristics.461 This
material complements the better-known sequences from Tepe Gawra462 and Qalinj
Agha,463 in addition to a series of smaller excavations in the region.464
The later part of the Late Chalcolithic has only been explored at a handful of sites.
Nineveh remains the primary sequence for the region.465 At Tall al-Nul466 and Tell
Rubeidheh467 small-scale architecture associated with classic south Mesopotamian
material culture were explored. Additional Uruk material has been found at Ahmad alHattu,468 but either out of context or from ephemeral occupation and graves.
In the Zagros Piedmont zone and the first intermontane valleys LC 4-5 material
has been documented at few sites. At Bakr Awa excavators have argued for an LC 4-5
occupation mainly based on the presence of beveled rim bowls.469 However, this type of
ceramic vessel had a long lifespan from at least LC 3 well into the Early Bronze Age.
Good LC 4 material is known from Bab-w-Kur470 and Gurga Chiya,471 but as at Ahmad
al-Hattu this material was only found in association with pits, kilns, and activity zones.
At Kani Shaie, a sounding retrieved LC 4 material in association with large-scale
architecture (see Chapter V). Most recently, a French project at the neighboring sites of
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Girdi Qala and Logardan has found evidence for urban-scale settlement spanning the Late
Chalcolithic at least into LC 4 similar to such sites in north Mesopotamia.472
In sum, we know very little about the Late Chalcolithic period in the TransTigridian region. During LC 1-3, the region appears to have been part of a much wider
development of growth of number and size of settlements, possibly with an urban
component. The material culture during this period has some local characteristics, but is
part of the chaff-faced ware tradition that was spread from western Syria to the Lake
Urmia region and possibly extending south to the Central Zagros. By the end of LC 3 the
region witnessed a rapid decline or at least a major change in settlement patterns. The LC
4-5 period is very poorly represented in our current archaeological record and it remains
unknown how the Uruk phenomenon affected the region. Only a couple of rural
settlements and ephemeral activity have been detected. Even in the Mosul region LC 4-5
was barely attested outside of Nineveh itself. However, the Erbil Plain Archaeological
Survey reports the presence of typical southern Mesopotamian material throughout the
Erbil plain with only few earlier settlements and a sharp increase at the end of the fourth
millennium.473 These observations await further elaboration and confirmation on the
ground.
IV.1.3 Southwest Iran
Much has been written about the Late Chalcolithic period in southwest Iran.474
Excavations at the two major centers at Susa475 and Chogha Mish476 and several
surveys477 have provided the densest archaeological coverage and largest material
datasets in western Iran. The Late Chalcolithic has been a major focus in the analysis of
these datasets as a result of the focus on early urbanization and state formation during the
Uruk period in Mesopotamia and the striking shift in material culture witnessed in
southwestern Iran during this period, becoming fully integrated in the Mesopotamian
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culture sphere.478 In sum, the plains of Khuzestan were dominated by Susa and Chogha
Mish during the Middle Uruk period when a three-tier settlement hierarchy developed,
possibly indicating the formation of two polities. During this period, and perhaps already
in the Early Uruk period, the Khuzestan plains were culturally a part of the southern
Mesopotamian alluvium. Ceramics, glyptic material, the development of early writing
systems, and perhaps even architectural traditions were identical at Susa, Chogha Mish,
Uruk, and Nippur.479 During the Late Uruk phase, settlement density declined and the
size of Susa and Chogha Mish diminished. The lack of sites of this period in a 15kmwide band between the two centers has been interpreted as a possible case of
intraregional conflict.480 However, an alternative approach to the settlement data of Late
Chalcolithic Khuzestan by H. Weiss resulted in a somewhat different development.481
While Wright and Johnson focused on absolute numbers of settlements and total hectares
of site coverage, Weiss calculated the amount of hectares occupied in relation to the
timespan of each period and taking into account the possibility of settlement movement
and the non-contemporaneity of the total number of settlements. In addition, Weiss
suggested shorter timespans for the Early and Middle Uruk periods, which further affects
the reconstruction of settlement history in the region. Wright and Johnson’s analysis
argues for a consistent growth of population from the Early to Middle Uruk period
followed by a dramatic decline into the Late Uruk period. In contrast, Weiss’ calculations
result in a pattern of continued growth or at least stability throughout the entire Late
Chalcolithic period.482 This discrepancy demonstrates the difficulty of dealing with
survey datasets and the problem of plotting total numbers of settlements for long ceramic
periods as representative of population numbers during the entire period. As a result, we
need to at least accept the possibility that the supposed decline of population and
settlements at the end of the Late Chalcolithic period might be less dramatic than usually
presented in the literature. More recent discussions of the long-term population trend in
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southwest Iran maintain a reduction in population and aggregate occupied area, but
together with an increased nucleation of the population in fewer settlements.483
Finally, in the Deh Luran valley LC 4-5 material is well represented through
survey and excavation.484 This valley is situated much farther south and adjacent to
Khuzistan with a very similar settlement pattern so that it might be better to group it
together with southwest Iran during this period. During the middle of the Late
Chalcolithic (Middle Uruk), survey data indicates the presence of 7 sites covering a total
area of 7.5ha. This represents a slight decline from the Early Uruk period when a large
center of 8.4ha dominated the plain. Settlement of the plain declined further into the Late
Uruk period with a total of 4.8ha coverage. However, in the center of the plain a large
settlement of this period could be present but obscured by later occupation.485 In other
words, the survey data requires additional verification and more detailed archaeological
fieldwork. Such work could drastically change the presented interpretation and show a
continued growth and development of a multi-tier settlement hierarchy throughout the
Late Chalcolithic period. Evidence from the excavations at Farukhabad suggests that such
a reconstruction could be more accurate. While during the Middle Uruk period there was
a clear increase in textile production and interregional exchange relations evident by
import of marine shell and the appearance of Uruk type ceramics within the local
assemblage. 486 During the Late Uruk period, Farukhabad became a specialized site for
chert and bitumen extraction and production with clear evidence for centralized control in
the form of sealings possibly indicating control by a larger center in the region. The
ceramics of this period become indistinguishable from the Susiana, perhaps indicating
that the Deh Luran valley was integrated in the wider Uruk world and possibly dependent
on the Susa polity.487
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IV.1.4 Central Zagros (Fig. IV.7)
The Chalcolithic of the Central Zagros region has been a major focus of Iranian
archaeology. Surveys and excavations by European and American expeditions during the
20th century covered much of the region, however often only extensively resulting in
unrepresentative datasets. More recently, Iranian archaeologists have continued this
work, but much of their work remains unpublished or is difficult to access. 488 While
much of the archaeological work is only available through short, preliminary reports at
best, several syntheses provide summaries based on personal familiarity with the region
and datasets.489 The chronological division and absolute dating remain to some extent
speculative and much of the development relies on relative dating based on stratigraphic
sequences often of a single site and tenuous comparisons with Mesopotamian material.
Most scholars use the traditional terminology of Neolithic and Chalcolithic with internal
subdivisions, but Hole has argued for the use of the Village Periods to encompass the
long continuous development spanning these millennia. The absolute dating of the
Chalcolithic subdivisions does not match directly the subdivisions in Mesopotamia of the
same name (Early, Middle, Late), further confusing the issue.
While the focus here will remain on the Late Chalcolithic period or rather the
fourth millennium BCE, this period in the Central Zagros region needs to be
contextualized in the longer Chalcolithic developments. Here I will follow the most
recent absolute dates presented by Moghaddam and Javanmardzadeh, but these are by no
means certain since carbon dates from old excavations do not seem to be fully reliable
and several studies have presented different dates based on the same material.490
The Early Chalcolithic (5500-5000 BCE) is contemporary with the latest phases
of the Mesopotamian Halaf tradition. Not much is known of this period in the Central
Zagros region. The fertile plains and valleys were the focus of settlement, consisting of
small sites (less than 1ha). The region can be subdivided into two zones, which remains
characteristic throughout the Chalcolithic and into the Early Bronze Age. The Shahabad
488
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assemblage is found north of the Kuh-i Sefid around the Kangavar and Malayer plains,
best known from Seh Gabi C, with related material reported from the Khorramabad
valley at the site of Bagh-i No.491 East of the Kuh-i Sefid, best documented in the Mahi
Dasht region, the Early Chalcolithic is defined by the Halaf-related J-ware. 492 This
tradition is also known from few sherds in the Hamrin region and from recent
excavations in the Shahrizor plain of Iraqi Kurdistan. It appears to be most closely related
to the Halaf-Ubaid Transitional phase (HUT).493
The Middle Chalcolithic period witnessed a long and complex development with
the appearance and disappearance of a range of ceramic traditions. All parts of the central
Zagros region underwent demographic growth represented by a continuous growth in the
number of small permanent settlements. However, many surveys did not yet differentiate
between the different subphases so that the reported total number of settlements for this
period should probably be reduced. Nevertheless, the general trend of growth is obvious.
A couple of sites grew larger than 1ha, but remained small. Middle Chalcolithic I (50004800 BCE), known as Godin Period X (= Dalma Phase) in the Kangavar region sees the
first emergence of a Black-on-Buff painted tradition (Seh Gabi B) that will have a long
development in the region and is closely related to similar developments in the northcentral Iranian Plateau. Related material has been found at the site of Daurai in the
Khorramabad valley. The emergence of Black-on-Buff painted ware is probably related
to the introduction of new ceramic technologies and is known through the Central Zagros
region. This tradition presumably is a part of a widespread Near Eastern development
during the Chalcolithic of handmade, monochrome painted, buff ware ceramics.494 In the
Mahi Dasht region a related Black-on-Buff ware is known from Siahbid and Chogha
Maran. In both the Mahi Dasht and Kangavar region, these local traditions were
supplemented by small amounts of typical Dalma ware (streaky, impressed, painted, and
plain) that originated in northwestern Iran. This tradition became widely spread
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throughout the Zagros region and its Piedmont. The large plains on the High Road
represent its most southern distribution and it is absent from survey material in the
smaller valleys of Luristan.
Middle Chalcolithic II (4800-4200 BCE) in the Kangavar region is known as
Godin Period IX (= Seh Gabi Phase), best known from Seh Gabi B. The Black-on-Buff
tradition continued together with Seh Gabi Painted ware, a thick red-slipped ware, and a
local impressed ware. In the Mahi Dasht region, the Black-on-Buff tradition continued
with a local painted tradition erroneously named Dalma “Ubaid” Painted ware (DUP) at
the time of survey, but in retrospect this is a local tradition with only tenuous connections
to the Ubaid tradition of Mesopotamia.
During the Middle Chalcolithic III (4200-3800 BCE) in the Kangavar region,
known as Godin Period VIII (= Taherabad Phase) only the Black-on-Buff tradition
continued in use undergoing further development. Only a few sites of this period were
documented in the Kangavar region, while at Godin Tepe itself only ephemeral remains
could be detected, suggesting that this is a transitional phase from Middle to Late
Chalcolithic rather than a distinct phase in ceramic development. In contrast, in the Mahi
Dasht region, during the Maran Phase, a distinctly local painted tradition emerged known
as Red, White, and Black ware (RWB). This ceramic tradition consists of vessels with a
red fabric and a thin white wash on which linear designs were painted in black. The
designs and vessel shapes are similar to previous periods. In addition, Black-on-Red
ware, Black-on-Buff Painted and Incised wares show parallels with material from lateterminal Ubaid levels in the Hamrin region, while at a couple of sites in Luristan this
material was found together with a few sherds of the Susa A tradition.
While the Early and Middle Chalcolithic periods witnessed a sustained growth of
numbers of settlements and the gradual appearance of a handful of slightly larger sites in
each valley, the Late Chalcolithic signaled a change in settlement patterns and a change
of ceramic traditions. However, we cannot speak of a radical break since the
developments during the Late Chalcolithic remain deeply rooted in the pre-existing local
traditions with the introduction of new ceramic technologies and methods.495 The Late
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Chalcolithic period (3800-3300 BCE) in the Kangavar region is known as Godin Period
VII-VI. The ceramic tradition in this region is very closely related to developments on the
northern Iranian Plateau, best documented at Tepe Sialk III496 and Ghabristan IV,497 but
is clearly a development of the Black-on-Buff tradition that was spread throughout these
regions during the Middle Chalcolithic.498 Further support for the close relationship of the
Godin VI monochrome painted tradition with the Iranian Plateau comes from a very lowresolution survey conducted in 1971 by S. Swiny and his wife. They noted the presence
of Godin VI material on at least one site in eastern Kurdistan, north of Godin Tepe.499
The best study of the developments of this period is E. Henrickson 1994, which is based
partially on V. Badler’s work. Unfortunately, her discussion focuses mainly on the
developments in the Kangavar with only occasional references to the unpublished Mahi
Dasht material.500 In the Kangavar region Henrickson observes the development of an
indigenous Late Chalcolithic tradition that consists mainly of a Buff Fine ware group (4050% of the assemblage) and a painted version of this ware groups (7% of the
assemblage). In addition, the assemblage contains Buff Medium Fine Chaff ware, RedSlipped ware, and Unsmoothed Coarse ware. This assemblage begins in Period VII and
develops in Period VI with the addition of painted vessels, a reduction in the latter wares,
development in shapes, the introduction of rotational devices to shape the vessels, and the
first appearance of Mesopotamian types (beveled rim bowls, nose-lug jars, drooping and
conical spouts, low-walled trays).501
The distribution of the full range of Godin Period VI material culture has its core
northeast of the Kuh-i Garin, closest to the northern Iranian Plateau, and into the zone
east of the Kuh-i Sefid. Sites with the full Godin Period VI assemblage have been found
along the southern route connecting the northeastern part of Luristan with Khuzestan in
Khorramabad and the neighboring Kuh-i Dasht. Within this distribution zone, the village
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culture of the Middle Chalcolithic continued to grow, but lacked the development of
larger centers and a hierarchical settlement pattern.
The more rugged and less fertile valleys of the Pish-i Kuh region between the
Kabir Kuh and the Kuh-i Sefid witnessed a strong decline in number of settlements (some
of which were possibly only seasonally inhabited cave sites) and according to E.
Henrickson only an “attenuated” Period VI assemblage, lacking painted vessels,
occurred. Surveys collected small amounts of Mesopotamian pottery types at these sites,
mainly consisting of few beveled rim bowls, and even fewer spouts and trays.502 A drop
in mean annual temperature possibly resulted in a worsening of already subpar farming
conditions in this region, which could explain the sharp decline in permanent settlements.
A similar development is argued for the Mahi Dasht region, but the few discussions of
this region in the published literature are confusing.503 Maps of the distribution of the
Godin Period VI tradition include the Mahi Dasht region in the attenuated zone.
However, in her discussion of the Late Chalcolithic in the Central Zagros Henrickson
lists 17 sites in the Mahi Dasht as containing full Period VI and 27 sites with attenuated
Period VI. In addition, she also demonstrates the presence of significant Uruk sites in the
region, some of which have large amounts of Mesopotamian style material on the
surface.
The general decline of number of sites during the Late Chalcolithic and into the
Early Bronze has been attributed to a combination of emigration of the population to the
burgeoning urban centers of Mesopotamia and southwest Iran and a shift to pastoral
nomadism using only ephemeral campsites.504 More recently, Potts has argued against a
depopulation of the region while maintaining the position that there is no evidence for the
existence of full-blown pastoral nomadism as early as the Chalcolithic or Bronze Age.505
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None of the small test excavations in the Mahi Dasht encountered remains of the
Late Chalcolithic. Henrickson argues for a date in the first half of the fourth millennium
for the Red, White, and Black ware of the Maran Phase, which fits to some extent with
the recently suggested absolute dating of Middle Chalcolithic III and into Late
Chalcolithic, but no carbon dates for this period are available. While Henrickson’s study
suggests that both full and attenuated Period VI sites were present simultaneously in the
Mahi Dasht region, a closer look suggests an alternative reconstruction. The data
presented by Henrickson results in the following sequence of development for the Mahi
Dasht region: the Maran Phase is contemporary with Godin Period VIII (local Red,
White, and Black ware and Black-on-Buff ware) followed by a phase with Buff ware
ceramics typical of Godin Period VII (without painted vessels) and finally a phase with
full Godin Period VI (including painted vessels and Mesopotamian types). Future studies
of the Mahi Dasht survey material could identify Late Chalcolithic sites with Godin VIIVI material and evaluate this proposed sequence by a closer typological study of the
ceramics and the association with Mesopotamian types. It follows that the Mahi Dasht
region underwent the same ceramic development as the Kangavar region during the Late
Chalcolithic. Painted Godin VI vessels were only absent in the remote valleys of the
Pish-i Kuh. There may be a functional reason for this or it may indicate a significant
decline of population in the region during the Late Chalcolithic.
Alternatively, it is necessary to invoke again the state of archeological research in
the Central Zagros. Surveys tended to be very extensive and could easily have missed
many small sites. The more intensive survey of the Mahi Dasht region employed an
extensive sampling strategy for most visited sites. Considering that painted vessels
constituted only 7% of the Godin VI assemblage, these could easily have been missed
without full coverage of sites and valleys. As a final note, given the frequent return of
settlement at the same sites, earlier occupation from the Chalcolithic could be hidden
deep below later occupation and therefore missed during survey.506
Finally, a closer inspection of the survey data does not necessarily support the
Late Chalcolithic decline model for the region west of the Kuh-i Sefid. Analysis of the
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survey records of the Mahi Dasht region, discussed in detail in Chapter VI, show that
while there was a reduction in the number of settlements, this was by no means as drastic
as often presented while almost all sites grew in size with several significantly larger
centers emerging. Similarly, in the small valleys of the Pish-i Kuh Goff has observed that
the reduction in number of sites was accompanied with the appearance of one or a couple
of larger settlements.507 Continued settlement with fewer, but slightly larger sites has also
been observed in the Hulailan valley.508 In other words, while northeast of the Kuh-i
Sefid the Chalcolithic village culture continued along with the presence of Uruk
Mesopotamian material at individual centers, west of the Kuh-i Sefid and especially in
the Mahi Dasht region population became concentrated in larger settlements with several
major centers dominating different zones. These settlements and especially the largest
centers contained Mesopotamian material (often in large quantities), while the change in
settlement pattern matches similar developments in the neighboring lowland regions.
While the eastern Central Zagros region participated in the wider traditions of the
northern Iranian Plateau, the western Central Zagros region looked increasingly westward
to the Piedmont and the Mesopotamian plains.
IV.1.5 Northern Iran
Following a stratigraphical break after the Sialk III settlement, occupation
resumed at the end of the fourth millennium BCE. The indigenous material culture of
Sialk III became much less common and Mesopotamian types appeared (beveled rim
bowls, spouted jars, nose-lugged jars). Excavations at the site retrieved several numerical
tablets that fit well with the Late Uruk to Proto-Elamite transition of Susa Acr. I: 17x.509
This sequence of occupation is reflected at several sites throughout the Qazvin and
Tehran plains.510 The plains of northern Iran, on the overland route to Central Asia,
flourished during the Late Chalcolithic period. The urbanization, increased interregional
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interaction, and rapid developments in resource extraction and production appear to have
been driven by the formation of the Proto-Elamite network.511
IV.2 Early Bronze Age I (c. 3100-2900 BCE) (Fig. IV.2)
IV.2.1 Mesopotamia
Following the end of the Uruk period in Mesopotamia, painted ceramics reappear
in the so-called Jemdet Nasr style, which were in use throughout central and southern
Mesopotamia only during this transitional period. The ceramic sequence as a whole
underwent significant changes, but clearly as a development from the Uruk
assemblages.512 The period is best known from the excavation at the Lower Diyala urban
centers, while the assemblage from Nippur provides the best-documented continued
sequence for the southern alluvium.513 However, due to the high degree of regionalization
during this period, the Mesopotamian sequence is of only limited use when dealing with
ceramics outside the alluvium.
The transition from the Late Chalcolithic to the Early Bronze Age in northern
Mesopotamia is very poorly documented and virtually a gap in our knowledge. Following
the collapse of urban centers in the region, LC ceramics persisted, albeit in decreasing
quantities, while the earliest Ninevite V types spread eastwards from the Tigris region
and local types emerge.514 Survey data cannot at present contribute to the present
discussion considering that these group together post-Uruk material and Ninevite V
ceramics and are therefore unable to produce settlement patterns for shorter timespans
within the first half of the Early Bronze Age.515
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IV.2.2 Trans-Tigridian Corridor
The transition from the Late Chalcolithic to the Early Bronze Age remains a
poorly known period. Considering the emergence of what will become the Ninevite V
and Scarlet Ware traditions, the Mosul and Tigris region, where Ninevite V material has
been best documented, as well as the Deh Luran valley that has close connections with
the Hamrin valley will be included in the Trans-Tigridian zone. Only these three regions
have good evidence for this period. New fieldwork in Iraqi Kurdistan could add
additional data, but so far only the excavations at Kani Shaie have produced relevant
material for the very beginning of the Early Bronze Age (see Chapter V). Surveys outside
the core Ninevite V zone have frequently failed to detect occupation of the first half of
the third millennium,516 while the transitional period of EBA I is difficult to distinguish in
survey material. Abu al-Soof’s overview of Uruk and Early Bronze Age pottery includes
several sites with Ninevite V material in the northern Trans-Tigridian region, but his list
is not extensive.517 The reason for the small number of EBA I-II sites in the survey record
is a focus of this dissertation and I argue that this is only partially a result of a reduction
in number and size of settlements, but more importantly due to a lack of understanding of
the material culture of this period.
The Mosul region was the target of salvage excavations in the framework of the
Eski Mosul dam construction during the 1980s.518 This work has resulted in a finegrained stylistic development of the Ninevite V tradition in addition to a better
understanding of the ruralization that occurred following the Late Chalcolithic.519
Another result was the possibility to contextualize the material from Nineveh, which
remains the core sequence for the northern Trans-Tigridian region.520 The main sequence
from the Eski Mosul region comes from Tell Mohammed ‘Arab.521 This small site,
covering ca. 1ha and standing 6.5m above the plain was explored in two soundings. The
excavations documented three distinct levels that were stratigraphically separated by
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breaks in occupation, but contained distinct groups of ceramic assemblages characteristic
of three phases of the Ninevite V tradition. Phase 1 at Mohammed ‘Arab provides the
assemblage that defines the decades constituting the transition of the Late Chalcolithic to
the Early Bronze Age. Additional material of this period comes from Hatara 1,522 Karrana
3,523 and Tell Thuwaij.524 These settlements were very small and rural in nature. The
ceramics show the first reappearance of painted pottery as a defining component of the
assemblage, but as a whole the assemblage displays significant continuity from the Late
Chalcolithic period. Originally this phase was called the Terminal Uruk period and some
suggested that the material merely represented a rural, poor quality version of Uruk types.
Currently LC 5 and the first period of the Early Bronze Age (Early Tigridian 1 or Early
Jezirah 0 in the ARCANE volumes) are distinct periods, but the dividing line between
them is far from clear and chronological overlap cannot be excluded.
Further south along the Tigris River in the region between Assur and Kirkuk,
EBA I has not yet been encountered through archaeological fieldwork although
admittedly the region remains vastly underexplored. An overview of known sites in this
region does not contain any indication of settlement during the earliest centuries of the
Early Bronze Age.525 Moving south, the Diyala region has been the subject of three
surveys, but none of these have yet been published beyond short preliminary reports: the
Hamrin Basin survey,526 the Mandali survey,527 and the ongoing Sirwan Regional
Project.528 The best evidence for EBA I occupation in the southern half of the TransTigridian region, south of the Lower Zab River, comes from excavations in the Hamrin
valley. This zone was located within the Scarlet Ware tradition and is adjacent to Central
Mesopotamia. The Hamrin valley is often grouped together with the Lower Diyala sites
with which there are close ceramic parallels. However, a closer analysis has shown better
connections to the Trans-Tigridian region and the Zagros Piedmont zone.529 After a
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period of abandonment during the Late Chalcolithic period, except for the first
reoccupation in the form of a rural settlement at Tell Rubeidheh toward the end of the
fourth millennium BCE, the Hamrin valley became densely occupied during the first half
of the third millennium BCE. The main site of the first centuries is Tell Gubbah, which
consisted solely of a large oval shaped construction of concentric walls with no
accompanying settlement.530 This architectural unit was the first of a long development of
circular buildings documented along the Hamrin hills, which forms the westernmost
southeast-northwest range of the Zagros region and can be considered to be the boundary
between the Mesopotamian plains and the Trans-Tigridian Corridor and Zagros Piedmont
zone.
During EBA I, the Deh Luran valley at the southern end of the Hamrin chain
began to differentiate significantly from Susa that became a part of the Proto-Elamite
culture along with significant changes in building practices and ceramic technology.531 In
the Deh Luran valley the material culture displays a continuous development from the
Late Chalcolithic in building practices, ceramic technology, and settlement continuity.
However, the number of settlements grew rapidly and witnessed the emergence of a
three-tier hierarchy with the 15ha large center at Musiyan (larger than Susa in this period)
and two secondary centers at Farukhabad and Baula.532 Nevertheless, distinguishing EBA
I from EBA II is difficult so that this might have been a gradual development and not a
rapid growth.533 Excavated evidence from Farukhabad shows social differentiation and
economic specialization. At Aliabad, old excavations uncovered large communal
mudbrick tombs possibly related to the large stone slab chamber tombs of the Pusht-i
Kuh.534 The increased organized hierarchy both in settlement patterns as within
communities could suggest that the Deh Luran valley became the location of a small
polity during EBA I-II. Based on the material culture that became more closely related to
the Diyala region instead of nearby Susa, the Deh Luran society was not a part of the
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Proto-Elamite world and it became integrated within the Scarlet Ware cultural tradition of
the southern Trans-Tigridian region.
Closely related to the developments in the Hamrin and Deh Luran valleys is the
reappearance of graveyards in the central western Zagros region (Fig. IV.8-9). At
Andjireh and Kalleh Nisar AI, few individual graves could belong to the beginning of
EBA I, related to the better-documented graveyard of Mir Khair (cf. IV.3.4).535 In the
latter part of EBA I the first large communal tombs were constructed at Kalleh Nisar AI
in the Pusht-i Kuh.536 These tombs contained large numbers of polychrome painted
vessels closely related to Jemdet Nasr vessels and Scarlet Ware precursors.537 The
common explanation argues for a nomadic component to the Early Bronze Age society in
the southern Trans-Tigridian region that would take their herds to the cooler pastures of
the upland valleys during summer.538 However, while the graveyards do seem to have
been isolated in the landscape, the relative lack of settlements in our current dataset in
Luristan has been overstated and could possibly be ascribed at least partially to the
present state of archaeological research.539
In conclusion, while we know very little about the Trans-Tigridian region in this
period, or even throughout the Early Bronze Age, what is clear is that the region
underwent significant changes in material culture and settlement patterns. Following the
end of the Late Chalcolithic ceramic tradition that was closely connected to
Mesopotamia, painted ceramics became a distinctive part of the assemblages for the first
time since the end of the Ubaid period more than a millennium earlier. Nevertheless,
evidence from this transitional period in northern Mesopotamia (Mohammed ‘Arab), the
Hamrin basin (Tell Gubbah), the Zagros foothills (Kani Shaie), and the Deh Luran valley
535
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(Farukhabad) shows an initial continuous development from Late Chalcolithic ceramic
technology and pottery types. The northern part of the Trans-Tigridian region witnessed
the burgeoning development of the Ninevite V tradition consisting predominantly of
painted cups and chalices, and to a lesser extent painted decoration on jars. While several
shapes typical of the Late Chalcolithic continued in use and underwent gradual
development, the ceramic assemblage as a whole changed significantly with a focus on
food production and consumption.540 Still only few settlements from this period have
been archaeologically explored. There does appear to be an increase in the number of
settlements, although virtually all of these are very small-scale. Additional fieldwork in
the larger plains could potentially reveal some larger centers, but expanding ruralization
marks this period. Similar patterns can be observed in the southern part of the TransTigridian region (south of the Lower Zab) with the initial stages of red-painted or
polychrome painted ceramics, derived to a degree from rare painted Late Chalcolithic
vessels, that would develop into the Scarlet Ware tradition. Settlements of this period are
known only from the western edges along the Hamrin hill ridge and in the very south in
the Deh Luran valley. Related to these developments are the first cemeteries west of the
Kabir Kuh in Luristan. The painted tradition in this region is almost exclusively applied
on jars, while consumption vessels remain mass-produced plain wares. The settlements
were small-scale, except in the Deh Luran valley where larger centers appeared.
However, in the Hamrin valley at least one of the sites consists only of a large circular
construction without an associated settlement suggesting perhaps an alternative
organization of society than strictly rural.541
IV.2.3 Southwest Iran
The transition from Late Chalcolithic to Early Bronze Age in southwest Iran is
particularly unclear due primarily to the chronological problems differentiating the
Mesopotamian Uruk material from the Iranian Proto-Elamite material.542 The latter is
known as the Susa III period in Khuzistan and is identified by a distinct glyptic tradition
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and indigenous writing system.543 The ceramic assemblage, while clearly a development
from the Late Chalcolithic material, can also be distinguished from previous and
following periods,544 although sherds from this period are difficult to identify in survey
material.545 Perhaps most significant considering its stationary nature is the recent
identification of a typical Proto-Elamite architectural unit consisting of a room with two
entrances and a hearth against one wall.546
Despite the extensive spread of the Proto-Elamite network across the Iranian
Plateau,547 the Khuzestan plain apparently witnessed a decline in population with the
center of Susa itself shrinking to 10ha. This is surprising considering the wealth of
material discovered at Susa during this period with the greatest amount and largest degree
of complexity of Proto-Elamite writing and administrative practices.548 Nevertheless,
Susa remained by far the largest site on the Khuzestan plain where otherwise much
smaller settlements are concentrated further east between the Dez and Shur Rivers.549
Despite issues with identifying the exact chronology and size of these settlements, survey
data indicates that the region was only sparsely inhabited during EBA I.
Susa and the few settlements on the nearby plains were closely connected to
developments on the Iranian Plateau, especially those attested in the Kur River Basin at
the site of Tal-e Malyan, ancient Anshan, during the Banesh phase. 550 Several of the
mountainous valleys between the Susiana and the Kur River Basin have been subjected to
archaeological survey. In the Ram Hormuz region, the site of Tal-e Geser was a local hub
during EBA I.551 Settlement increased during this period up to fourteen sites with Tal-e
Geser as the largest site at only 1.6ha.552 A similar increase in settlements has also been
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observed in several nearby small mountain valleys.553 On the Izeh Plain, a dense
settlement pattern focused on the 13ha large center of Sabz’ali Bagheri.554 However, in
the Kur River Basin where the major Proto-Elamite center at Tal-e Malyan became one
of the largest urban centers on the Iranian Plateau, settlement throughout the region
diminished just as on the Khuzestan plains. The total area settled during the Middle
Banesh phase (= Susa III/Proto-Elamite) increased from Early Banesh to 60ha, but
severely contracted in the center of Malyan occupying 50ha.555
Finally, at Tepe Jalyan, east of the Kur River Basin, a graveyard containing
individual burials with two distinct phases was excavated in 1956.556 The earliest phase
belongs to the Proto-Elamite period based on the presence of two cylinder seals of this
period and band-painted ware.557 In addition, spouted vessels as well as squat jars with
simple geometric decoration find good parallels at the early graveyard site of Mir Vali in
the Rumishgan valley.558 This early phase of the Jalyan cemetery can be dated to EBA
IB-IIA contemporary with Mir Vali and Kunji Cave in the central Zagros region.
The renewed density of occupation in the highland valleys between Susiana and
the Kur River Basin during EBA I is analogous to the growth witnessed in the TransTigridian Corridor (cf. IV.2.2) and the development of the Proto-Elamite network (cf.
IV.2.4). It is then even more surprising that the fertile and strategic Susiana and Kur
River plains were so sparsely inhabited, with the exception of the urban centers of Susa
and Tal-e Malyan.
IV.2.4 Central Zagros
The Central Zagros region remains a difficult zone to discuss, especially for the
EBA I period. In contrast to the distinct developments in central Mesopotamia (Jemdet
Nasr), the Trans-Tigridian Corridor (incipient Nineveh V and Scarlet Ware traditions),
contemporary digital methods at their disposal and a better understanding of the material sequence in the
region (Alizadeh 2014: 229).
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and the Iranian Plateau including Khuzestan (Proto-Elamite), the EBA I in the central
Zagros region is poorly documented and difficult to identify. The main discussions of the
period treat the first half of the Early Bronze Age (EBA I-II) as a whole.559 In large part
this is a result of difficulties with the absolute and relative chronology of the Iranian
world during the third millennium BCE. At Susa, phase IVA has been traditionally
considered equivalent to Early Dynastic II-III in Mesopotamia.560 The Proto-Elamite
period, phase III at Susa has traditionally been equated to the Jemdet Nasr and Early
Dynastic I period. However, more recently the Proto-Elamite period is starting to be
considered somewhat earlier beginning at the end of the Late Chalcolithic and lasting into
the very first centuries of the third millennium BCE.561 As a result the transition from
Susa III to IVA is problematic and Susa IVA may group together a range of material
covering ED I-III. The matter is further complicated by possible continuity in material
culture traditions from the Late Chalcolithic and a complete lack of excavations of sites
from this period in Luristan.562 Surveys in Luristan have argued for a near abandonment
of the region beginning in the Late Chalcolithic period and lasting until the middle of the
third millennium BCE.563 However, in the Khorramabad valley in the eastern part of the
Pish-i Kuh, a large 10ha center at Masur (equal in size to Susa) dominated the area, but
the exact dating needs to be explored in more detail. Considering that most material
relates to Godin VI:1 and Banesh assemblages, Masur could have been a Proto-Elamite
center on the route connecting the Susiana with the Iranian highlands.564
The best evidence for EBA I comes from graveyards (Fig. IV.8-9). While there
are currently no graveyards known from the Late Chalcolithic, the tradition of burying
the dead in stone-slab constructed tombs began anew at the onset of the Early Bronze
Age. The earliest such graveyard was discovered at Mir Khair in the Badr region.565 The
graves discovered there consist of small tombs with individual inhumations accompanied
with Jemdet Nasr related geometric polychrome ware and the first examples of
559
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indigenous monochrome ware. Two similar small graves were discovered at Kunji Cave
in the Khorramabad region, but were associated with Proto-Elamite related material.566
The matter is further complicated by the radical change in material culture at
Godin Tepe, which is the key sequence for the entire central Zagros zone. During EBA I,
Godin Tepe (IV) became absorbed into the Kura-Araxes or Early Trans-Caucasian (ETC)
culture that spread far southward from the Caucasus region and the Lake Urmia plains.567
This cultural tradition, possibly brought in through population movements, did not
penetrate the mountainous valleys west of the Kuh-i Garin. The Kangavar and Nehavand
valleys are at present the southeastern most areas where ETC material has been
discovered in large quantities. The distribution southward of this material culture has also
been documented by Swiny in eastern Kurdistan from the region of Lake Urmia south to
Kangavar. However, in the northern part of his extensive, informal survey, he
encountered a local painted ceramic style unknown through excavations (Swiny 1975:
82-88). Based on association with ETC material he dated these painted sherds to the first
half of the Early Bronze Age. This observation can now be confirmed. The depicted
sherds and their description fit well with so-called Hasan Ali ware, a poorly documented
early painted tradition in the Solduz-Ushnu region of northwest Iran (cf. IV.2.5).568
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While the present lack of evidence for EBA I settlements in the central Zagros
region has usually been explained by an abandonment of the region or a complete shift to
pastoral nomadism connected with the burgeoning settlement centers in the Zagros
Piedmont (e.g. Deh Luran), this does not need to be the case. As excavations at Chogha
Maran in the Mahi Dasht region have demonstrated, the material culture of EBA I-II was
completely unknown at the time of the Luristan surveys (see Chapter VI). In addition, the
monochrome painted tradition best known from Godin Tepe III could already have
developed soon after the end of the Late Chalcolithic. At Godin Tepe this ceramic ware
appeared in level III:6 as a fully developed tradition.569 Considering that the onset of
level III:6 should now be dated significantly earlier in EBA II,570 it is not unreasonable to
hypothesize the earliest development of the monochrome painted tradition around 3000
BCE. Several Luristan survey reports postulate a complete hiatus following the already
poorly documented Late Chalcolithic and lasting until the middle of the third millennium
BCE.571 However, as Levine already suggested in 1976, this hiatus could be resolved if
the Late Chalcolithic transitioned directly into the monochrome painted tradition, better
known from later periods.
IV.2.5 Northwest Iran
The main focus of studies of the Early Bronze Age in northwest Iran is the KuraAraxes or Early Trans-Caucasian culture (ETC).572 Originating in the Caucasus region,
the typical burnished black wares along with typical house construction and technological
practices spread southward already in the Late Chalcolithic period and would dominate
the region around Lake Urmia into the second half of the third millennium BCE. While
this is a significant development with great impact on the societies on the eastern side of
the Zagros Mountains and the northern Iranian Plateau, which is reflected in the
substantial body of literature on the topic, the ETC did not spread westward into the
highland valleys and had only an indirect influence on the western Zagros communities at
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best. Therefore, the ETC will only be discussed in passing here whenever relevant to this
study.
The dominance of the ETC in the region has unfortunately obscured the presence
of other distinct material cultures situated to the south of Lake Urmia. Excavated material
from Hasanlu level VIIc and survey material from Hasan Ali contain painted sherds of a
distinct tradition.573 At Hasanlu, these ceramics were found together with few ETC
sherds. This association can also be observed at sites slightly further southeast from
small-scale excavations at Ali Abad574 and from an extensive survey in eastern
Kurdistan.575 This so-called Hasan Ali ware has been dated to the end of the Late
Chalcolithic and the beginning of the Early Bronze Age based on the relationship to the
ETC.576 More recently, Helwing has dated this material to EBA II-III.577 However, at
Kani Shaie closely related material clearly began to appear in the earliest Early Bronze
Age levels (cf. Chapter V). That Hasan Ali ware is present as far south as Kani Shaie
suggests that it is part of a material culture zone in western Kurdistan where virtually no
archaeological work has taken place.
On the northern Iranian Plateau, the urban settlement at Tepe Sialk continued to
prosper. The material culture from Sialk IV:2 is identical to that from other Proto-Elamite
sites across the Iranian Plateau including inscribed tablets closely related to those from
Susa Acr. I: 16-14.578 Other urban-sized settlements have been explored at the copperworking site at Arisman,579 Qoli Darvish,580 Tepe Ozbaki,581 and Tepe Sofalin.582
Following this prosperous urban phase, it appears that the northern Iranian Plateau was
fully deserted. At present, there is no evidence for any occupation during the majority of
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the third millennium BCE. However, it remains to be determined whether this truly
represents a complete abandonment or if it is a result of a lack of fieldwork.583
IV.3 Early Bronze Age II (c. 2900-2500 BCE) (Fig. IV.3)
IV.3.1 Mesopotamia
EBA II in southern and central Mesopotamia is also known as the Early Dynastic
I period. The painted tradition suddenly disappeared again in the southern alluvium and
the ceramic assemblage underwent a long, slow development, becoming increasingly
standardized. While the regionalization that began in EBA I continued, there are more
connections visible among the major assemblages of south Mesopotamia, southwest Iran,
the Trans-Tigridian region, and northern Mesopotamia.584 If parallels in the development
of ceramic assemblages are any indicator of contact, with any degree of interaction and/or
movement of population, then this could signal a gradual increase in interaction between
the south Mesopotamian city-states and their neighbors. This is certainly also visible in
the glyptic evidence and in the limited available evidence from flows of raw materials.585
That interaction between central Mesopotamia and the Trans-Tigridian intensified seems
certain considering the close similarities in ceramic traditions, especially Scarlet Ware.586
EBA II in northern Mesopotamia spans Early Jezirah (EJZ) 1-2. This phase marks
the beginning of a new cultural tradition, but it has only been the subject of investigation
more recently due to the large amount of overburden of later periods at the major urban
sites that have been the primary target of archaeological fieldwork. In EBA IIA, villages
and small towns appear in the Khabur drainage system. These communities were strongly
influenced by neighboring regions, especially by the cultural traditions of the Upper
Euphrates and the central Tigris region, which could suggest an influx of population. Few
settlements began to grow into new small urban centers that frequently had defensive
architecture and communal storage facilities.587 This initial development amplified during
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EBA IIB when a new phase of urbanization took off throughout the Jezirah.588 To the
west, so-called Kranzhügel settlements, which were urban centers constructed on a
circular plan with two defensive walls. In the eastern Jezirah, sites such as Leilan, Mozan,
and Hamoukar grew rapidly and exponentially. These eastern urban societies fully
adopted the Nineveh V ceramic tradition that had originated in the Tigris region, but
which by this time probably had become equally indigenous to the eastern Jezirah.
Imposing defensive architecture suggests a high degree of competition among these
emerging urban polities.589
IV.3.2 Trans-Tigridian Corridor
EBA II (= ETG 3-4) in the Trans-Tigridian region is somewhat better documented
than the previous period even though major parts of the region remain largely
unexplored.590 Partially this is due to the higher visibility and better understanding of the
classic Nineveh V material in survey data. The first Nineveh V material was discovered
at Nineveh itself,591 Tepe Gawra,592 and Tell Billa.593 Rescue excavations in the Eski
Mosul region greatly expanded our understanding of the Nineveh V ceramic development
and rural society.594 In this region, classic Nineveh V material, including painted, incised,
and excised decoration, is known from Mohammed ‘Arab,595 Tell Jumbur,596 Tell
Jigan,597 Tell Fisna,598 and Tell Thuwaij.599 On the western side of the Tigris River,
Nineveh V material becomes less prevalent, but is still widely attested, especially at Tell
Hamoukar600 and Telul eth-Thalathat.601 Recent surveys in the region have confirmed that
the Nineveh V tradition was distributed between the Tigris River, the Lower Zab River,
588

Ur 2010: 103-106.
Lebeau 2011: 368-370.
590
Renette 2017.
591
Mallowan 1938; Gut 1995.
592
Cross 1935.
593
Speiser 1933.
594
Arrivabeni 2017; Grossman 2014; Rova & Weiss 2003; Rova 2017.
595
Collon 1988; Roaf 1984a; Roaf & Killick 1987.
596
Jusif 1987; Roaf 2003: 314-315.
597
Fujii 1987a; 1987b; Ii 2003; Ii & Kawamata 1985; Numoto 1992; Tusa 1993.
598
Fujii 1978a; Numoto 1988; 2003.
599
Fujii et al. 1990; Numoto 1996; 2003.
600
Gibson & Maktash 2000; Gibson et al. 2002a; 2002b; Ur 2010; Grossman 2013.
601
Fukai, Horiuchi & Matsutani 1974; Numoto 1997.
589

150

and the western edge of the Zagros Mountains.602 In the core region of the Erbil Plain,
Nineveh V material has been found at Qasr Shemamok603 and Bash Tapa.604 Further east
in the Rania Plain, Nineveh V sites appear common. At Basmusian605 and perhaps at
Shemshara Nineveh V sherds were found out of context,606 while nearby Gird Bardastee
is a small settlement with classis Nineveh V material.607 South of the Lower Zab Nineveh
V material is rarely found, but at Kani Shaie in the Bazyan Basin it is a significant
component of the assemblage (see Chapter V). This is surprising considering the lack of
Nineveh V material in the Shahrizor survey.608 In this region EBA I-II material has
reported to be almost absent. However, as the excavations at Kani Shaie demonstrate, the
material culture of this period in the region is very poorly understood so that EBA I-II
sites could have gone undetected, as was the case in the Zagros region (see Chapter VI).
Furthermore, EBA I-II sites have proven to be small and ephemeral and could have been
covered by sedimentation and later occupation further hindering their detection in survey.
On the Lower Zab boundary where the river joins the Tigris, excavations at Tall
al-Namil uncovered a sizeable cemetery where Nineveh V and Scarlet Ware vessel were
found together in the same contexts with a third rarely attested painted ware.609 The latter
painted style finds parallels in the Pusht-i Kuh at Kalleh Nisar where it might date to the
first half of EBA II.610 The cemetery was associated with a round building that clearly fits
within the same tradition spread along the Hamrin hill ridge.
Further south along the Hamrin hill ridge, along the Adhaim River, two small
sites consisting of round building were excavated during Iraqi salvage operations. Both
sites, Shuk al-Saghir and Tall al-Mdaynah, contained Scarlet Ware material and a couple
of cylinder seals that generally fit within EBA II in the Trans-Tigridian region.611 Near
Shuk al-Saghir a small settlement was briefly explored through a sounding at Shuk al602
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Kabir. At Shuk al-Kabir, excavators found Late Chalcolithic and possibly Early Bronze
Age material.612 Based on the few published photos of sherds found at both sites, it is not
fully clear whether the round building and the settlement were simultaneously in use or if
Shuk al-Kabir is slightly earlier in date.
Another site consisting of a round building has been found at Tall al-Faras just
south of the Lower Zab in the Makhul region.613 The site contained some Scarlet Ware
material, but the majority of the material clearly indicates a slightly later date than the
other round buildings. The excavations did not reach virgin soil and the short reports
suggest that an earlier version could underlay the latest iteration of the construction so
that the site possibly was first inhabited during EBA II. However, a vessel with a
fenestrated pedestal base, carinated bowls, and flat-base pedestal beakers find good
parallels within EBA III assemblages (= ETG 5-6).614 A hoard dug into the round
building from level 2, which consists of a small settlement, contained a rich assemblage
of cylinder seals and lapis lazuli and gold implements that can be securely dated to Early
Dynastic III. Low-necked, high-shouldered jars from level 2 are commonly dated to the
Akkadian period. The distribution of Scarlet Ware sherds, EBA III material, and
Akkadian jars throughout the levels is not specified in the brief publications, but in one
photograph, labeled as level 2 Scarlet Ware is grouped together with ED III ceramics.615
Likewise in another short report, material grouped together as level 2-3 only contains
EBA III ceramics with the possible exception of Scarlet Ware.616 If this is correct, then
Tall al-Faras offers the best evidence available for the continued use of Scarlet Ware into
the second half of the third millennium BCE. The dating of the round building remains
somewhat unclear, but the earliest construction revealed only in small soundings might
belong to the EBA II-III transition while the later version could date to EBA III and be
the youngest such round building so far attested.
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In the Hamrin valley, three round buildings of EBA II date were exposed at Tell
Madhhur,617 Tell Suleimah,618 and Tell Razuk.619 Each of these buildings appears to have
been occupied for only a few generations within the EBA II period. They might reflect a
development in architectural form, so that possibly only one of these was in use at any
given time.620 In addition to these round buildings, a square variant is reported from Abu
Qasim.621 Unlike the circular construction at Tell Gubbah, these large, communal
buildings were associated with a small settlement, while additional small settlements are
known from Ahmad al-Hattu,622 Tell Yelkhi,623 and Tell Sabra.624 Two large graveyards
at Ahmad al-Hattu625 and Kheit Qasim626 provide the best evidence for shared cultural
customs with the Trans-Tigridian region and the Zagros Piedmont paralleled at the
Luristan graveyards.627 Finally, geomorphological research demonstrated the existence of
a canal running the full length of the valley providing drainage and increased use of
irrigation.628
The Deh Luran valley underwent a very similar pattern of settlement growth as
the Hamrin valley, supporting the argument for a related cultural zone in the TransTigridian Corridor. Already during EBA I there was a growth in the number of
settlements including the establishment of the larger center at Musiyan. During EBA II
the number of settlements reached a peak with Musiyan reaching 15ha and several 1-3ha
settlements throughout entire valley. The minor center of Farukhabad remains the only
site excavated, and it yielded evidence for a dense settlement.629 The total number of
inhabitants of the valley may have reached 6500 by the later part of EBA II, suggesting at
least some degree of influx of people. Interestingly the survey yielded evidence for the
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presence of four cemetery sites away from the settlements. The survey also discovered
indications for the presence of canals dug during EBA II.630
In the Pusht-i Kuh large, communal graveyards continued to be constructed (Fig.
IV.8-9). The tombs at Kalleh Nisar C contain classic Scarlet Ware vessels with
zoomorphic decoration.631 The graveyards at Bani Surmah and War Kabud appear to
have started slightly later in EBA IIB based on the presence of Scarlet Ware with animals
set in metopes on the lower part of the vessel.632 At Bani Surmah the presence of a
monochrome painted jar belonging to the Godin III:6 style confirms a date in EBA IIB.633
In sum, EBA II was a period of significant growth throughout the Trans-Tigridian
region. This trend can be observed both in the northern Ninevite V culture and the
southern Scarlet Ware culture. These different cultural zones can be distinguished
primarily through distinct ceramic assemblages and painted traditions. The construction
of round buildings is closely associated with the use of Scarlet Ware, but the
northernmost of this type of building at Tall al-Namil appears to have been within the
Nineveh V cultural sphere. The round buildings should be interpreted as fortified storage
facilities.634 The need for communal food storage could be related to a higher degree of
mobility of the population exploiting the diverse landscape south of the Lower Zab.
Alternatively, the insecure agricultural conditions at the boundary of the zone where
rainfed agriculture is possible and the presence of only marginally fertile valleys could
have resulted in a need for cooperation and communal storage as a risk-buffering
strategy. While such buildings were not commonly constructed throughout the Nineveh V
region where more fertile conditions prevailed, settlements in this region also contained a
range of storage installations.635 At the site of Telul eth-Thalathat, west of the Tigris
where agricultural conditions were less secure, a large rectangular storage facility also
indicates communal storage. In the Middle Khabur, where related Nineveh V material has
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also been retrieved within a more western material assemblage, a need for communal
storage was also evident including the construction of large, circular buildings.636
While there is evidence for the establishment of larger centers, most settlements
were small and rural in nature. Evidence from the Hamrin and the Eski Mosul region also
shows that these settlements were not continuously inhabited throughout EBA II, but
instead that there was a frequent shifting of occupation. This pattern would reduce the
number of settlements in use at any given time during EBA II, but a pattern of growth
remains evident. That similar growth and settlement patterns can be observed in the
distinct Nineveh V and Scarlet Ware regions with only very little evidence of interaction
is remarkable. However, the distinct difference in ecological and topographical zones
north and south of the Lower Zab might offer an explanation for different cultural
developments. While the region north of the Lower Zab consists of large plains separated
by rolling hills the region to the south of the river is much more rugged and interspersed
with small valleys of different degrees of agricultural potential. It should be remarked
finally that the entire Trans-Tigridian Corridor employed the glyptic tradition of the
glazed steatite or Piedmont style.637 While some variety can be observed, the unity of this
zone in localized administrative and storage practices is striking and is an additional
argument for similar subsistence practices and economic organization despite different
cultural traditions possibly related to identity.
IV.3.3 Southwest Iran
At some point in the first half of the third millennium BCE, the Proto-Elamite
network dissolved. Urban sites across the Iranian Plateau were deserted, while entire
regions became depopulated.638 Malyan remained an urban center into EBA IIA (Late
Banesh), but decreased in size and was then completely or largely deserted by the second
quarter of the third millennium BCE.639 The complete lack of settlements in the surveys
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in the previously prosperous Ram Hormuz region and the Izeh valley signals a total
abandonment.640 The reasons for this collapse remain at present speculation, but
hypotheses focus on the reemergence of Mesopotamian polities as major agents in the
interregional trade networks. This would have resulted in a resurgence of Susa as a major
center and a shift of movement of goods toward the maritime Gulf route rather than the
overland Iranian Plateau routes.641 However, such models hinge on a chronological
correlation between economic, political, and cultural developments in the widely
dispersed regions of Mesopotamia, Central Asia, eastern Iran, and the Indus region
during a period for which there is at present very little evidence. Support for this model
can be found in the rise of urban centers in eastern Iran such as Shahdad and Shahr-i
Sokhta,642 as well as the emergence of the urban civilization in the Jiroft region.643
The site of Susa remained inhabited throughout the third millennium and
witnessed gradual growth reaching 46ha. However, the first half of the third millennium
BCE is not very well documented or understood.644 Susa IVA encompasses the entire
Early Dynastic period and only the later part of this phase becomes clearer when Susa
gradually became reintegrated within the Mesopotamian cultural sphere. During EBA II
however, the ceramic assemblage at Susa comprises painted wares with close parallels to
the monochrome and polychrome painted traditions of the Trans-Tigridian Corridor and
the central Zagros region. Perhaps this indicates that the repopulation of Susa and the
surrounding plains consisted of immigrants from the surrounding mountain valleys.
IV.3.4 Central Zagros
The EBA II period in the central Zagros remains poorly documented. The key
sequence comes from Godin Tepe where the ETC material culture of phase IV was
replaced by a monochrome painted tradition in phase III following a gap in occupation
within the excavated trenches.645 This painted ware appears at the site in fully developed
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form and is a radical departure from the previous period. Some continuity from phase IV
can be seen in the use of a small amount of burnished grey wares.646 Godin III spanned
the entire Bronze Age, which Henrickson subdivided into 6 occupation periods at the site
showing a distinct ceramic development. Occupation during Godin III:6 began during the
second half of EBA II, but lasted well into EBA III.647 While the painted ceramics of
Godin III:5 and III:4 are sufficiently distinct to differentiate them, survey sherds cannot
as easily be assigned to specific periods. As a result, sites with Godin III material are
difficult to date without excavation or association with other datable ceramic material and
could have been occupied throughout or at any time during the latter half of the Early
Bronze Age and even into the Middle Bronze Age.
Discussions of the region tend to focus on the Pusht-i Kuh cemeteries, which are
here grouped with the Trans-Tigridian region because of their close cultural connections
westward. Nevertheless, the only good evidence for the central Zagros zone comes from
similar graves occasionally discovered throughout the Pish-i Kuh.648 These graves are
broadly dated to the third millennium BCE, equivalent to Susa III-IVA, but it is difficult
to disentangle earlier from later material based on limited publications. Only the material
from the Rumishgan region is better documented and contains graves from the entire
Early Bronze Age.649 While the graveyards seem to have been isolated in the landscape,
leading many scholars to assume a high degree of pastoral nomadism, several settlement
sites of this period are known throughout the region.650 Poor understanding of the
indigenous material culture might have prevented identification of additional EBA II sites
in Luristan (see the discussion of the Mahi Dasht dataset in Chapter VI). Haerinck
divided the EBA II-III graveyards have been divided into three separate zones (1987;
2006: 63-70; 2011). This division results from the geographical difficulties traversing the
mountainous landscape giving rise to local cultural traditions, as well as a different
orientation with distinct external influences. Zone I consists of the northwestern Pusht-i
Kuh (see IV.3.2), Zone II is the southern part of Luristan including the Deh Luran valley,
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and Zone III comprises the Pish-i Kuh that forms the heartland of the mountains of
Luristan. Evidence from these regions is not fully contemporary and many gaps in our
knowledge remain. The subdivision of the regions and the dating of the graveyards
depend mainly on the presence of different painted ceramic styles. The chronological
correlation and development of these styles can only be reconstructed hypothetically at
this time. Following Haerinck’s highly detailed analysis of the available evidence, this
study has adopted a further division of EBA II into an earlier and a later phase (cf. table
Fig. IV.9).
Evidence for Zone II comes from the Abadanan region (graveyards at Qabr Nahi,
Takht-i Khan, Pusht-i Qaleh Abdanan, and Tawara) and the Hulailan valley (Mir Vali).
This zone was strongly influenced by the Deh Luran and Susiana, probably due to their
position on the Karkheh route connecting Khuzestan with the Central Plateau via
Khorramabad. At Mir Vali, a band painted jar typical of the “Proto-Elamite” ceramic
tradition connects this cemetery with the graves at Kunji Cave and supports the
observation that the Zagros route connecting Susa with the northern Iranian Plateau was
in use at this time.651 In the Deh Luran valley, excavations at Farukhabad652 and
Aliabad653 encountered two local variants of Scarlet Ware. The cemetery at Aliabad is
eponymous for a polychrome style with the so-called “arc-and-ray” or “sunrise” motif.
Outside Deh Luran, examples of this Scarlet Ware variant are known only from Susa and
Ahmad al-Hattu in the Hamrin basin (possibly an import). So far no examples have been
found to the north in Luristan, but this could be a chronological issue. The Aliabad style
fits best with a late Jemdet Nasr and early ED I date, defining EBA IIA in the region,
which is not well represented in our dataset from Zone II. The second Scarlet Ware
variant, called Musiyan style, is probably a slightly later development based on the
frequent use of ridges on the neck-shoulder and shoulder-body transitions and the
association with finger-impressed bases known from Godin III:6 and Susa VR I: 12(-9).
This style dominates the Abdanan graveyard material and is also present at Mir Vali in
the Rumishgan valley. The globular shape and restriction of painting to the upper part of
651
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the vessel on the Musiyan style specimen from Mir Vali tomb II, along with the absence
of finger-impressed bases could indicate a slightly earlier date in the sequence. In the
Abdanan graveyards and tomb IV at Mir Vali the burial assemblages are dominated by
monochrome ware of the Godin III:6 tradition that also have good parallels at Susa VR I:
12(-9).654
The Early Bronze Age in Zone III is very poorly documented. In addition to the
earliest Luristan graveyard at Mir Khair (cf. IV.3.2), the best evidence comes from Dar
Tanha tomb 1, which contained early versions of polychrome and monochrome ware
indicating the first use early in EBA II. At Tepe Jarali, in association with a settlement,
two looted tombs of the same type as at Dar Tanha were excavated. The only remaining
ceramics suggest an early date. Especially interesting is the presence of a jar with applied
vertical ridges on the shoulder identical to specimens from Kunji Cave.655 A painted
sherd from one of the excavated houses at Tepe Jarali could very well be dated to the
early phases of the monochrome painted ware (ibid. fig. 8). The communal tombs in this
region are distinct due to their gabled roofs. The burial assemblage of Dar Tanha consists
almost exclusively of monochrome ware of the Godin III:6 tradition, but could represent
a precursor and a possible development from the monochrome pottery at the early
graveyard of Mir Khair.656 Zone III appears to have fallen out of the Scarlet Ware zone
(except for two early polychrome painted vessels in Dar Tanha tomb 1) and most likely
was the locale where the Luristan monochrome painted tradition originated. The few
surveys in the region have failed to detect EBA II occupation,657 but Goff did note the
presence of Godin III:6-5 material at several sites, which is usually taken to indicate
renewed occupation of the region beginning in the mid-third millennium (at the end of
EBA IIB). However, the revised dating of the Godin III tradition and the likelihood that
this tradition originated in this region could indicate that at least some of the surveyed
sites with this material are earlier in date.658 In addition, the poor understanding of local
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developments in material culture could also explain the failure of surveys to detect sites
of the period (cf. Chapter VI).
Further to the east, a graveyard in Kunji Cave is known in the Khorramabad
valley. The sequence of burial traditions at Kunji Cave parallels the Luristan
development with initially small, individual graves followed by the construction of large,
stone-slab, communal tombs that were frequently reused. However, the burial
assemblages differ and are closely related to Proto-Elamite material culture.659 The main
study of this material by Emberling et al. argues for a late date in ED II based on the
presence of ceramic stands that may relate to Mesopotamian “fruit stands”.660 However,
Haerinck has convincingly argued for an earlier date in Jemdet Nasr and early ED I based
on parallels on the Iranian Plateau at several Proto-Elamite sites.661 For example, simple
jars with horizontal painted bands are very common in the Kunji Cave burials and are
otherwise known from Middle Banesh phase Malyan, Arisman area C, and Susa Acr. I:
16-15.662 A specimen of such banded painted ware has also been found at Mir Vali,
further securing an earlier date for that graveyard within EBA II.663 The Kunji Cave is not
the only evidence for human activity in the Khorramabad valley. Survey has detected
several sites throughout the valley dated to the early and mid-third millennium BCE.664
In sum, excavated evidence for EBA II settlements is currently lacking (but see
Chapter VI on the EBA II settlement of Chogha Maran). Combined with the widespread
presence of isolated communal cemeteries, scholars assume that the region was home to
pastoral nomads that would use the cooler highland valleys as summer pasture. Such a
conclusion should remain tentative considering the difficulties with the survey data.
Many sites in the region contain Godin III painted ware and the recent redating of the
earliest phases of this tradition could potentially reveal early settlements in the region. A
study of the Mahi Dasht material also demonstrates that a lack of understanding of local
material culture during EBA I-II could mask early settlements in the survey records (cf.
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Chapter VI). Furthermore, surveys of the heartland of Luristan were not intensive and
focused only on larger tell sites. More detailed surveys would probably discover a
number of smaller sites and increase the chances of detecting early material that could
have been missed during the small samples sizes of earlier surveys.665 It is noteworthy
that during later periods, even when historical records clearly indicate a dominance of
nomadic tribes in Luristan, there were still settlements in most valleys. The complete lack
of such settlements during EBA I-II despite the presence of numerous graveyards is
suspicious and warrants more detailed surveys and analysis of the local material culture.
IV.3.5 Northern Iran
During EBA I-II, northwest Iran remained solidly within the ETC cultural
sphere.666 In the Solduz-Ushnu region south of Lake Urmia, the early third millennium is
almost completely unknown and only present in very limited soundings at Hasanlu.667
The Hasan Ali ware that first appeared during EBA I (or already slightly earlier during
the Late Chalcolithic) likely continued in use. In Hasanlu level VIIc black-and-red or
black-on-orange ware sherds were also found in small numbers.668 Hasan Ali ware
material, with more elaborate geometric motifs, also frequently consists of orange fabrics
so that the distinction between these sets of material is most likely strictly based on
modern observations of decorative elements. Unfortunately, a complete lack of fieldwork
in western Kurdistan obscures the cultural developments in this region.
Archaeological evidence from the northern Iranian Plateau is equally patchy.
However, at the few major excavated sites, mainly Tepe Sialk, Arisman, Ghabristan,
Tepe Ozbaki, and Tepe Sofalin, all occupation ceased following the end of the ProtoElamite period. At present, there is no evidence for any settlements during much of the
third millennium BCE. Evidence for occupation at the end of the third millennium BCE
has been reported only from unpublished excavations at Tepe Sagzabad.669 Whether this
665
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chronological gap is truly the result of a complete abandonment of this vast, central
region or if it is merely due to a lack of fieldwork remains to be determined.
IV.4 Early Bronze Age III (c. 2500-2300 BCE) (Fig. IV.4)
IV.4.1 Mesopotamia
The city-states of central and south Mesopotamia continued to grow in this
period, while historical sources for this period demonstrate the presence of ambitious
rulers who were eager to obtain access to materials from the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros
regions through trade and warfare. This increase in interaction probably accounts for
parallel increases in similarities of ceramic assemblages. The ceramic typology
established during the Lower Diyala excavations from the 1930s is still a major anchor
point for chronology and to identify similarities in material culture.670 Recent
archaeological fieldwork in Iraqi Kurdistan frequently refers to this corpus even though
the degree of overlap between regional assemblages remains to be determined.
Northern Mesopotamia blossomed during EBA III with a dense network of
prosperous and rivaling city-states parallel to those in south Mesopotamia. Urban centers
were densely populated, highly defended, and governed by a system of intertwined
institutions. They dominated a territory consisting of a dense network of agricultural
settlements that pushed the limits of carrying capacity. Polities became integrated in an
interregional interaction network that encompassed all of Mesopotamia and extended
west, north, and east into regions that could supply a wide range of resources that were
not locally available. This system ultimately led to a higher degree of competition and
rivalry that would culminate in political tension and military conflict. As a result, a few
of the urban centers managed to extend their control beyond their immediate territory to
form small kingdoms with a main center and dependent, subdued cities. Increasing
conflict affected the countryside and resulted in a gradual abandonment and movement of
the population into the walled cities.671
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IV.4.2 Trans-Tigridian Corridor
The second half of the third millennium was a period of significant political
change throughout Mesopotamia. In the Jezirah many sites reached urban size and textual
sources reveal the existence of a patchwork of city-states.672 The political history of the
Trans-Tigridian Corridor is far less well known mainly due to a lack of excavations in the
region. The ceramic development during EBA III is based on only a handful of
stratigraphic sequences from Nineveh,673 Tell Billa,674 and more recently Tell Jigan.675
Even at these sites, EBA III material is not very well attested and mainly comes from
secondary contexts or poorly preserved levels.676 However, the EBA II-III transition
(ETG 5) is at present virtually unknown, but represents a radical change from local and
northern Mesopotamian assemblages to ceramic practices and types closely related to
Central Mesopotamia.677 In the Erbil Plain, EBA III material is perhaps attested at Bash
Tapa phase 3, although the few retrieved ceramics might also be early Akkadian.678 EBA
III settlement has been suggested for major late third millennium sites such as Assur and
Yorghan Tepe (Gasur/Nuzi), but excavations at these sites strongly suggest that these
urban centers were established as new foundations at the beginning of the Akkadian
period or during the preceding century. West of the Tigris River better evidence comes
from Tell Hamoukar where an urban settlement began during EBA II in parallel with
developments in the Jezirah, while at Tell Taya a massive urban settlement was
constructed during the latter part of EBA III (ETG 6).679
South of the Lower Zab a similar decline in settlements can be observed. In the
Shahrizor region EBA III material is rarely attested.680 Following dense occupation
during EBA II, the Hamrin valley appears to have been virtually abandoned.681 This
development is surprising in light of the rapid growth of the Lower Diyala urban centers,
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although perhaps these cities attracted part of the population from east of the Tigris. At
few sites in the Hamrin valley, individual graves of ED IIIB date were dug into the earlier
ED I settlements.682 Likewise, Kani Shaie in the Bazyan Basin was abandoned by the
mid-third millennium BCE (see Chapter V).
In the Pusht-i Kuh, the large, communal EBA II graveyards remained in use
throughout EBA III and into the Akkadian period of EBA IV, but there is no good
evidence for the construction of new tombs.683 During this period, the typical polychrome
painted Scarlet Ware vessels of EBA II are no longer produced and the bulk of the
ceramics are very similar to common ware in Mesopotamia. In addition, we see the
appearance of bronze weapons (shaft-hole axes and daggers) along with the first
Mesopotamian-style cylinder seals typical of ED III and the Akkadian period.684
In conclusion, while more research is definitely needed, current evidence strongly
suggests that in EBA III we witness the dissolution of the prosperous EBA II cultures.
Sites were abandoned, while ceramic traditions radically shifted under influence of
Central Mesopotamia or southwestern Iran in the southern end of the Trans-Tigridian
region. While it is difficult to prove movement of populations, these patterns could
indicate that the Trans-Tigridian population was absorbed by the cities of Central
Mesopotamia triggered by political developments that initiated a migration toward
prospering urban centers. However, given the large number of settlements and a long
history of local cultural traditions and regional agricultural exploitation, it remains
difficult to understand the sudden and pervasive decline across the entire region while
everywhere else urbanization and the formation of powerful political entities took off.
Few textual sources from the Jezirah could suggest the presence of urban centers east of
the Tigris River, but these still need to be located.
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IV.4.3 Southwest Iran
Surveys in the intermontane valleys between the Susiana and the Kur River Basin
failed to detect any occupation during EBA II-IV.685 Even if surveys have been unable to
detect the poorly known material culture of this period, while early sites could have been
covered by sedimentation or destroyed by recent intensive agriculture,686 there is
certainly a drastic decline of occupation as attested by the abandonment of the few
excavated sites such as Tal-e Geser, Tal-e Malyan, Tol-e Spid, and Tol-e Nurabad.687
This decline of population is paralleled across the western Iranian Plateau. Even if there
were a shift of the distribution of material through the eastern Iranian Plateau and Indus
region toward the Persian Gulf, this would not fully explain why thriving population
centers collapsed. Certainly, the circulation of material goods across the Iranian Plateau
and between Mesopotamia and the east is just one factor in settlement decisions and it is
difficult to imagine that a drop-off in accessibility to luxury materials such as semiprecious stones would result in a total collapse and abandonment of the vast fertile and
resource-rich region spanning all of western Iran.688
The Zagros region in contrast flourished and so did Susa.689 While at first Susa
participated in the indigenous southwestern Iranian and Zagros cultural traditions, the city
became increasingly under the influence of the Mesopotamian cultural and economic
sphere. Even though poorly known due to the destructive methods of the early
excavations at Susa, the amount of material from Susa IVA evidences a growing and
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2004: 17; Sumner 2003: 54-55). Nevertheless, occupation at the site and the region certainly diminished.
688
Sumner suggested that a gradual decline in population throughout the fourth into the third millennium
BCE resulted from a decline of the agricultural productivity due to increasing salinization and failure to
maintain the irrigation system (Sumner 1986).
689
Carter & Stolper 1984: 133-135.

165

prosperous urban center.690 Despite the lack of good stratigraphic control, the site is a
crucial anchor point connecting the Zagros valleys with Mesopotamia, which also
informs us about chronological correlation of these regions.
In the transition from EBA II to EBA III, the Deh Luran became realigned with
Susa as evidenced by similarities in material culture. This is reflected in the differing
settlement pattern and growth in contrast to the developments described for the TransTigridian Corridor. Some settlements were abandoned, including Farukhabad, while the
center at Musiyan likely shrunk in size. At the same time, a large, walled center was
established in the southeastern edge of the valley. The total area of occupation in the
valley shrank, as did the estimated number of population.691 The shift in orientation
toward Susa was paralleled in a southeastern shift of density of settlements within the
valley, including the establishment of a new center in this zone, with the near
abandonment of the former prosperous northwestern zone with the exception of the
medium-sized settlement at Baula. Despite the significant change in settlement areas the
Deh Luran valley continued to prosper.692
IV.4.4 Central Zagros
Developments in the central Zagros region during EBA III are somewhat clearer
following the virtual gap in our knowledge for the first half of the third millennium BCE.
The Godin Tepe sequence has been well-documented and provides a crucial anchor point
for the material culture of Luristan. During EBA III, it appears that the region became
more integrated and the Godin III monochrome painted ware had become widely spread
and relatively standardized, but still with local variations, which is to be expected
considering the fragmented landscape. The Susa sequence for the second half of the third
millennium BCE is also better understood through a thorough analysis of material from
the old French excavations693 and new excavations during the 1960s and 1970s on the
Acropole694 and within the Ville Royale I area.695 Susa and Mesopotamian material
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culture began to increasingly exert influence in the neighboring highlands, but for the
EBA III period this remained limited. The best evidence outside of Godin Tepe still
comes from graveyards in both the Pusht-i Kuh and Pish-i Kuh. The extensive surveys in
the region during the 1960s and 1970s noted a renewal of occupation following the
assumed gap in EBA I-II, but this is likely due to a better understanding of the local
material culture. As discussed above, Godin III monochrome painted ware can be
distinguished at different phases of its development, but this is much more difficult with
survey sherds. Much of the identification of occupation during EBA III in the central
Zagros depends on the presence of Godin III material on a site. Reliance on the Susa
sequence where this monochrome painted style is present mainly in phase IVA has
resulted in assigning the bulk of the Zagros sites to this period.
In the Kangavar valley, Godin Tepe is estimated to cover ca. 20ha and was
unfortified during this period. Godin III material was present on 57 sites, the majority of
which were very small with two larger towns over 15ha.696 The survey identified “citadel
sites” with fortifications at six of the major roads into the valley. They also identified
evidence for large-scale irrigation during this period. However, considering the Godin III
period lasted a very long time, it is not clear how many settlements or the large-scale
constructions works can be attributed to EBA III rather than the Middle Bronze Age. A
similar pattern has been observed on the Malayer plain.697
In the highland valleys of Luristan, parallel developments of settlement growth
and prosperity can be observed. In Khorramabad, several EBA III sites were identified,
although Hole himself has stated that there was considerable stylistic variety suggesting
that at any given point in time there were probably only one or a few settlements
inhabited.698 Burial practices continued as attested by the poorly documented grave from
Gilviran. The accompanying burial goods have close ties to the Godin III:6 tradition and
Susa IVA.699 Goff’s survey documented a renewed growth in settlements throughout
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Luristan.700 Also in the Hulailan valley this development has been observed, but a
detailed discussion has not been published for the survey that focused mainly on the
prehistoric periods.701
The bulk of excavated evidence still comes from graveyards mainly in the Pusht-i
Kuh region (cf. IV.4.2). Old communal tombs remained in use while new ones were
constructed as well. In the Pish-i Kuh EBA III tombs have been explored at Kamtarlan
I702 and Dar Tanha tombs 1 and 2.703 It should be noted that at Kamtarlan, the cemetery
was associated with a settlement of the same date. So far, no graveyards of EBA III-IV
have been found in Zone 3. While the burials during EBA II were relatively poor, during
EBA III there appears to have been a significant growth in wealth as reflected through
metal grave goods, especially standardized sets of weapons, and Mesopotamia-related
artifacts (e.g. cylinder seals). Influence in the region increasingly comes from southwest
Iran and particularly Susa where the Godin III monochrome ware is also most common
during this period.704 While burial practices remained the same, the population became
wealthier and developed closer ties with the Mesopotamian world. The discovery of
Godin III monochrome ware in small quantities at southern Mesopotamian sites such as
Lagash, Umma, and Ur suggest increased contact and possibly trade relations.705
Henrickson has compiled a list of findspots of Godin III material in the
intermontane valleys of Luristan based on which he has suggested a distribution of this
monochrome painted style through time. He has placed the likely origin of the ceramic
style in the highland valleys of Haerinck’s zone III, but this region is the least explored
and therefore crucial data on the earliest periods is very sparse.706 Even though he
suggests that a dominant lifestyle of pastoral nomadism could be responsible for the
spread of the monochrome painted ceramic tradition, he observed that most sites with
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Godin III:6 material were permanent settlements, often quite substantial, and that so far
no communal tombs have been found in the eastern part of the central Zagros. By EBA
IV, Henrickson argues for a reduction in the spread of the Godin III style, but the
presence of Godin III:5 at Dar Tanha in the Badr region and in the Mahi Dasht
contradicts this. Survey reports also state a growth of settlements throughout the second
half of the Early Bronze Age and the Middle Bronze Age based on the presence of Godin
III style sherds. However, painted vessels largely ceased in use at Susa and no such
vessels were found in post-Early Dynastic levels in Mesopotamia.
In conclusion, the distribution of Godin III material throughout Luristan seems to
have attained its peak during the second half of the third millennium BCE, even reaching
Susa. Surveys throughout the region document a rise in settlements and a flourishing of
the region during EBA III-IV. Certainly, this prosperity is evident in the graveyards that
contain significant amounts of copper-bronze weaponry and cylinder seals. This
development has been connected to the rise of Awan, but such a correlation remains far
from certain. The density of settlements observed in surveys should also be nuanced.
Godin III sherds from surface collections, the main diagnostic pottery for EBA III-IV and
MBA in the region, are frequently difficult to assign to a specific sub-period. It is
possible, and even likely, that the growth in settlements was gradual rather than sudden
signifying a long development of indigenous societies and polities from the Early Bronze
Age into the Late Bronze Age. What is clear is the reintegration of the central Zagros
region within the wider interaction network spanning Mesopotamia and southwestern
Iran. The mountainous communities developed and maintained relations with Susa and
perhaps even established exchange relations with southern Mesopotamian polities such as
Lagash, Umma, and Ur. The appearance of bronze weapons in burials could indicate the
development of local elites signaling their position through military strength. Finally, the
presence of a prosperous settlement-based society throughout the intermontane valleys at
a time when scholars hypothesize the formation of nomadic tribal societies seems
contradictory. Such settlements could have functioned as the seats of tribal leaders and as
a way to increase agricultural exploitation to maintain animal flocks and self-sufficiency
of pastoral groups. However, the perceived lack of settlements during EBA I-II has been
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exactly the main argument for the presence of such tribal nomadic groups. It seems then
that the presence of pastoral nomadism and tribal configurations is an assumption to
which datasets need to conform, rather than emerging from observations of
archaeological datasets.
IV.4.5 Northwest Iran
At some time during the Early Bronze Age, Hasan Ali ware is replaced by or
more likely developed into Painted Orange Ware. This material is known from Hasanlu
level VIIb-a (with clear stratigraphic continuity from level VIIc),707 Haftavan VI-Vc,708
and at several surveyed sites in northwest Iran.709 So far, this material appears to be
restricted to the Lake Urmia region, but future fieldwork in western Kurdistan could
reveal a continued distribution of a similar material culture from Lake Urmia southward
to the central Zagros region. Analysis of the limited available examples of Painted
Orange Ware has shown connections with the Godin III monochrome ware tradition of
the central Zagros based on the occurrence of similar decorative patterns such as
horizontal bands enclosing a wavy line.710 A date in the second half of the third
millennium BCE would fit well with the observed spread of Godin III monochrome ware
during this period throughout the central Zagros region and southward into southwest
Iran.
IV.5 Early Bronze Age IV (c. 2300-2000 BCE) (Fig. IV.5-6)
IV.5.1 Mesopotamia
With the emergence of the powerful, centralized empires of Akkad and Ur III
came marked changes in material culture. Here we are mainly concerned with ceramics
and glyptic art, which developed rapidly and radiated outward to the regions that were the
targets of imperial expansion. As a result, archaeologists rely overwhelmingly on south
Mesopotamian ceramic sequences and stylistic developments in glyptic to identify
materials excavated in bordering regions. While for EBA IV, this approach is justified,
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providing crucial anchor points to relate regional developments to each other, this
overreliance affects the study of earlier periods when these ties were less strongly
developed.
In northern Mesopotamia, overpopulation, competition, and warfare between rival
city-states ultimately led to impoverishment, desertification of the countryside, and
depopulation of many urban sites. Nevertheless, several major centers continued to thrive
in order to extract the agricultural wealth of the region in service of the Akkadian
Empire.711 Following the end of the Akkadian Empire, northern Mesopotamian society
collapsed spectacularly with a near-complete abandonment of the Jezirah region.
Climatic pressure during this period is usually cited as the main factor in this collapse,
but centuries of political strife, military conflict, and agricultural overexploitation had
created a severely strained society incapable of managing environmental changes.712
During the Ur III period, the Jezirah remained virtually empty. Only Tell Mozan, located
slightly further north continued to function as an urban center.713
IV.5.2 Trans-Tigridian Corridor
With the onset of the expansive south Mesopotamian empires during the last
quarter of the third millennium BCE, occupation of the Trans-Tigridian region gradually
began to grow following the rapid EBA III decline.714 Several urban centers that would
have a long, significant historical role in the region were established during the Akkadian
period. It remains unclear whether the region became fully integrated within the
Akkadian Empire or if the conquests resulted in the foundation of urban centers. It is
possible that local developments underlay the resurgence of settlement growth and
possibly the formation of political entities. Certainly, the site of Tell Taya, albeit further
west in the Sinjar region, demonstrates the phenomenon of the rapid construction of new
urban centers predating the Akkadian period. Likewise, at Assur there is some evidence
that the site was established some time before the rise of the Akkadian Empire. The core
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sequences for EBA IV in the Tigris zone come from Assur,715 Yorghan Tepe,716 Tell
Billa,717 and Tepe Gawra.718 More recent work in the Eski Mosul region revealed
additional evidence at Tell Jigan, Tell Fisna, Tell Jessary,719 and Hatara 1.720 Notably at
Hamad Aga as-Saghir a significant walled settlement was constructed during the early
Akkadian period that would last into the second millennium BCE and possibly served as
a local administrative center for the region.721 At Nineveh, Akkadian and Ur III material
is known from a small exposure in the Kuyunjik Gully sounding.722 McMahon has argued
that the site was a walled settlement during this time, but future excavation will need to
verify this hypothesis. There has been significant discussion whether Nineveh was
occupied during the Akkadian period, or at the very least whether it was an important
center.723 Arguments in favor of such a reconstruction seems based mostly on indirect
later evidence and the assumption that famous Nineveh must have a long important
history. However, actual archaeological and contemporary textual attestations are rare or
even non-existent. It is possible that much of the earlier levels were destroyed by the
massive constructions of the later Assyrian periods, but the absence of Nineveh in the
textual records at the very least suggests that the site was not very significant in the grand
scheme of the Akkadian Empire. The first mention of Nineveh comes from the Ur III
period, but even then, it was mentioned only very rarely and did not appear very
significant. Only during the Old Assyrian period of the early second millennium does
Nineveh rapidly gain in importance and obtain a status that was projected into a distant
past.724
In the Makhul region where the Lower Zab joins the Tigris River, just south of
Assur, several Akkadian sites were detected and partially excavated during the Iraqi
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salvage operation.725 A large fortified Akkadian settlement that would continue in use
well into the second millennium BCE was explored at Tall al-Dahab.726 At Tall al-Faras,
the small EBA III settlement remained inhabited until the later Akkadian period with
domestic structures, a larger architectural unit, and storage units, while a few graves of
this period were also uncovered.727 Finally, another poorly preserved small settlement
was exposed at Tall Marmus.728 Within the neighboring Erbil Plain, no EBA IV
settlements have yet been explored through excavation, but preliminary survey results
shed some light on developments during this period. The Erbil Plain Archaeological
Survey has detected a rise in numbers of settlements during the late third millennium
BCE along with the emergence of several urban centers. Tell Baqrta rapidly expanded
during EBA IV with a citadel and an unwalled lower town reaching 80ha. Another urban
center covering 55ha was detected in the northwestern part of the plain close to Qasr
Shemamok. While Tell Baqrta fits the model of late third millennium northern
Mesopotamian cities, this second urban site had a very different morphology consisting
of a series of mound and depressions.729 Finally, Erbil itself was possibly a significant
urban center during EBA IV as attested in the textual sources of the period.730
In the Sulaimaniyah region further east against the Zagros Mountains, a similar
pattern can be observed. Following a lack of settlements during EBA III, a couple of
large settlements appear along with additional smaller sites mainly in the southern near
the Sirwan/Diyala River.731 EBA IV material is best known from Gird-i Shakar,732 Marif
Tepe,733 and Bakr Awa.734 Additional late third millennium ceramics have been reported
from Tall Shamlu levels IX-X, but an inspection of the small amount of published pottery
shows only early second millennium material.735
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In the Hamrin valley the same pattern emerges. Following a near abandonment
during EBA III, the Akkadian period sparked renewed occupation and the establishment
of small centers that would endure into the second millennium BCE.736 Remains of
settlements have been excavated at the larger sites of Tell Suleimah,737 Tell Yelkhi,738
and Tell ‘Abqa,739 with small settlements at Tepe Atiqeh740 and Tell Sabra.741 Individual
Akkadian graves were dug into EBA II levels at Tell Gubbah,742 Tell Razuk,743 and Tell
Madhhur744 continuing the EBA III practice.
In the Pusht-i Kuh we can also witness changes in cultural traditions with the
introduction of a new type of tombs alongside the continued practiced of reuse of large,
communal tombs. During EBA IV, burial practices return to individual tombs with only
three sides of stone slabs. These burials are best known from Kalleh Nisar AII and
Gululal-i Galbi.745 The material culture includes ceramic vessels typical of the postAkkadian and Ur III period in Mesopotamia. These graves also frequently contain
copper/bronze weapons such as shaft-hole axes, daggers, and blades, along with
occasional cylinder seals.
The last centuries of the third millennium BCE saw a gradual renewal of
prosperity in the Trans-Tigridian region. While the material culture remained under the
strong influene of northern and central Mesopotamia, there developed a strong regional
urban society with cities such as Nineveh, Aššur, and Urbilum. It remains unclear
whether this was a result of Mesopotamian influence and control or if it was an
indigenous growth and consolidation into polities. During the Akkadian period urbansized and smaller centers emerged in every archaeologically explored area. There is some
evidence for the increased presence of rural settlements around these centers, but
additional survey needs to refine this observation. In the northern part of the Trans736
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Tigridian region there is some evidence for fortifications, but their presence or
significance is less obvious than presented in current literature. Often only small
soundings at the edge of sites uncovered larger building activities. Yorghan Tepe is the
only site with evidence for a real city wall, but the date of this wall needs to be verified
since it could possibly have been constructed slightly later during the transition to the
Middle Bronze Age. Tell Billa might also have evidence for a city wall, but again the
construction date needs to be verified. Fortified citadels with significant lower towns are
only known from Tell Taya and Hamad Aga as-Saghir. If McMahon is right in
identifying a fortification wall in the Kuyunjik Gully sounding, this would be an
additional example of a citadel fortification. There is good evidence for large-scale
terracing at the beginning of the Akkadian period at Tepe Gawra, Tepe Chenchi, and Tell
al-Rimah. Large-scale constructions at the edge of the sites of Tell Jigan and Nineveh
also have the appearance of terracing activities rather than fortifications. The function of
terracing at these sites could be related to the need for additional space and solidification
of the site’s slopes of a growing settlement rather than the need to fortify the settlement.
The lack of city walls at Tell Taya, possibly Assur, Tell Jigan, and at least two massive
urban centers on the Erbil Plain is conspicuous.746 The Akkadian and Ur III conquests
and evidence for frequent warfare during EBA III-IV is often thought to result in the
fortification of cities and the contraction of the rural population in such centers, as was
certainly the case in the Jezirah.747 That such fortifications are not needed, while there is
a sudden emergence of urban prosperity throughout the region, will require further study,
but it does suggest that the region did not suffer from warfare to the same degree as other
regions.
During the centuries following the Akkadian period the urban centers in the
Trans-Tigridian region continued to prosper and grow. Nineveh appears to gradually have
gained in importance, while sites such as Assur, Yorghan Tepe, Hamad Aga as-Saghir,
Tepe Gawra, Tell Billa, and Tell al-Rimah expanded and established themselves as true
centers for their surrounding landscape. The prosperity and prominence of EBA IV
sparked a long history of political development and dominance. This pattern is in stark
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contrast with the Jezirah of which the Tigris region and Erbil Plain is often considered an
eastern extension. In the Jezirah, urban centers and their hinterland were virtually
abandoned following the Akkadian period possibly resulting from a dramatic decline in
climatic conditions although political and economic factors might also have
contributed.748 It is tempting to see the correlation of decline in the Jezirah with emerging
prosperity and growth in the Tigris and Trans-Tigridian region as a shift not only in the
political constellation of northern Mesopotamia, but also of a migration of the population
under political pressure and economic stress.
IV.5.3 Southwest Iran
Following increasing Mesopotamian cultural and economic influence at Susa
during EBA III, the city and its surrounding region became politically absorbed as part of
Mesopotamian imperial expansion. Toward the end of the third millennium BCE, Susa
became politically yet again aligned with its eastern neighbors in the mountains and on
the Iranian Plateau. Nevertheless, EBA IVB-V ceramic assemblages, architectural
patterns, visual arts, and even language remained solidly within the Mesopotamian
sphere, albeit with local variations and eastern influences.749 The city of Susa and its
hinterland continued to grow, reflecting its increasing importance and prosperity.750
As was the case during EBA III, the Deh Luran valley was subsumed in the Susa
cultural and political sphere. This can be observed in the material culture related to
Susiana and Mesopotamia. EBA IV is termed the Shimashki phase in this region, after
the dominant dynasty established following the collapse of the Akkadian Empire, but the
area was under the political and military control of Mesopotamian empires for most of
this period. Settlement in the valley became more dispersed with the abandonment of the
large EBA III center in the southwestern zone, but Musiyan adopted its former central
role in the valley. Overall population estimates are somewhat lower than for the previous
periods, but the valley remained prosperous. However, in contrast to the previous periods,
there was a strong decline in the specialized production of chert and bitumen. The large
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15ha walled center at Musiyan possibly absorbed economic activities in the valley with
only small agricultural villages surrounding it.751
On the eastern end of the Elamite world, in the Kur River Basin, the site of Tal-e
Malyan, the ancient capital city of Anšan, was once again a major urban site as it had
been during EBA I. For much of the third millennium BCE, the site and the general
region appear to have been largely abandoned, or at least strongly reduced in population.
During EBA IV, the population reemerged rapidly with a four-level settlement hierarchy
by the beginning of the second millennium BCE.752 The precise chronology of the earliest
phases remains unclear and it is not possibly to correlate these developments clearly to
the historical attestation of Anšan and its relationship with the Akkadian and Ur III
empires.
In contrast, the intermontane valleys of the southern Zagros appear to remain
depopulated until the end of the third millennium BCE. At present, archaeological
evidence suggests that only after the Ur III period, with the establishment of the
Šimaški/Sukkalmah kingdom, were these valleys rapidly repopulated with new
occupation at the major sites and a strong increase in settlements throughout the
region.753 It is possible that this is a real abandonment of a region that was the frequent
target of military campaigns between Mesopotamian and Elamite states during EBA IV.
However, at the same time the chronology of the early Kaftari period is not fully resolved
and it remains possible that occupation of this period has not yet been encountered or has
been difficult to recognize during surveys.754 The Kaftari style of ceramics that is typical
of the region during the first half of the second millennium BCE became prevalent
rapidly following the Ur III period, but its origins remain unclear and there are
indications of a more gradual transition during EBA III-IV.755
The cemetery of Tepe Jalyan, east of the Kur River Basin appears to have been
reused during the last quarter of the third millennium BCE. Individual inhumations
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contain monochrome painted jars that show a striking resemblance to the Godin III:5-4
tradition, albeit in a distinctly local variation. Especially the depiction of eagles with
spread wings finds good parallels in the Godin III:5 style,756 while the occurrence of
wavy lines on the bottom part of the jars is paralleled in the jars of Godin III:4 that
sometimes have a smeared wavy line in combination with elaborate motifs on the
shoulder part of the vessel.757 The connection with the Godin III monochrome style of the
central Zagros region, as during EBA I, is remarkable and will require additional
fieldwork throughout the southern Zagros zone in order to understand the processes
behind it.758 Such a distribution of the material certainly fits well with the more recent
territories of the Bakhtiari and Qashqa’i tribes.759 Perhaps the repopulation of the region
at the end of the third millennium BCE following centuries of near abandonment is part
of the explanation. The following Kaftari period is marked by painted ceramics that
display clear stylistic connections to the Godin III decorative motifs. This could suggest a
repopulation of the southern Zagros at least partially through migration from the central
Zagros region.
In sum, following a long period of only limited occupation and only a minimal
role within the interregional exchange network across southwest Asia, southwestern Iran
reemerged as a dominant region and major player on the international scene. This is the
time of the formation and rise of Elam as a political entity and power that would go on to
exert hegemony over the Iranian world for the following two millennia.760 It seems that
southwest Iran itself became an important center, consuming large amounts of luxury
goods and raw materials. This again demonstrates that the fluctuations in population and
settlements observed on the Iranian Plateau throughout the third millennium BCE were
not determined solely by trade routes. Political factors among competing polities
presumably played an important role, but the lack of written sources and detailed
archaeological datasets prevent any historical reconstruction of ancient Iran at this time.
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IV.5.4 Central Zagros
EBA IV in the central Zagros region is the best-documented phase of the Early
Bronze Age period. Evidence still comes from graveyards in the Pusht-i Kuh (cf. IV.5.2),
but is supplemented with the sequences at Godin Tepe, Tepe Guran,761 and Baba Jan.762
At Godin Tepe periods levels III:5 and III:4 cover the centuries from the Akkadian period
into the Isin-Larsa period in Mesopotamia. The transition from Godin III:6-5 style must
have occurred during the middle of Early Dynastic III (A-B transition) when there was a
gap in occupation at the site. While previously I have dated the III:5 occupation levels to
cover ED IIIB and Akkadian, the presence of large jars (“pithoi”) with notched ridges
indicates a slightly later date considering that they first occur in level 7, dated to the late
Akkadian period, and they only become prevalent at Susa in VR I: 4-3 in association with
post-Akkadian and especially Ur III material.763 However, these notched ridge jars
already appear in Godin III:6 when they have finger-impressed bases.764 Such bases are
paralleled at Susa VR I: 12-9 (ED III). Possibly, earlier variants of the notched-ridge jars
were not encountered in the limited Ville Royale sounding or these jars originated in the
central Zagros region and were adopted later at Susa. Godin III:4 should then be
equivalent to the Isin-Larsa period in Mesopotamia.765 Based on this chronology, Baba
Jan level 5 (the first part of phase IV at the site) covers the Akkadian and Ur III period
(level 5A contains notched ridge pithoi).
In Luristan, the graveyards at Kamtarlan II and Chigha Sabz, associated with
contemporaneous settlements, along with individual graves at Surkh Dum-i Luri, belong
to EBA IV. At Kamtarlan II and Chigha Sabz, typical individual graves identical to those
known from the Pusht-i Kuh contain Godin III:5 material (e.g. notched ridge pithoi,
waterfowl motif, small bowl with painted garlands, handled jar with notched ridge and
perforation) and possibly continued in use or reuse in the Middle and Late Bronze Age
(e.g. tripod vessels). Material retrieved from the bottom of Surkh Dum-i Luri, the site of
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significant later Bronze Age and Iron Age occupation, belongs to the Akkadian period.766
Interestingly, while these graves contain Mesopotamian-style cylinder seals, the ceramics
reflect indigenous practices within the Godin III tradition without Mesopotamian
parallels. Furthermore, Ur III material appears largely absent, in contrast to the Pusht-i
Kuh where most of the individual tombs seem to postdate the Akkadian period.
During EBA IV, burial practices in Luristan shifted from large communal tombs
to individual tombs. The significance of this shift cannot be evaluated at present, but
nevertheless both this practice and the material culture remain distinctly local. Despite
references in Mesopotamian sources to a perceived absence of settled life in the Zagros
Mountains and the dominant narrative in modern day scholarship that the Zagros peoples
were largely tribally organized nomadic groups,767 surveys have documented a densely
settled landscape, confirmed by excavations at a few settlements, as well as large-scale
activities such as the construction of fortifications and irrigation works. The presence of
metal artifacts and increasingly Mesopotamian-style cylinder seals demonstrate growing
prosperity for the Zagros peoples who continued to maintain close interaction with the
Mesopotamian world. Closer interaction due to imperial pressure during the Akkadian
and Ur III periods is otherwise not reflected in the material culture despite evidence from
historical sources for close engagement, often through military conflict between the two
regions. Possibly the Zagros peoples deliberately maintained their local identity as
distinct from the Mesopotamian world. Often scholars have posited that these Zagros
peoples engaged in raiding or acted as mercenaries. However, such activities might be
expected to be reflected in looted artifacts or imports, which are only very rarely attested.
An alternative explanation could be the establishment of a status quo relationship with
Mesopotamian polities as reflected in the Elamite treaty of Naram-Suen discovered at
Susa.768
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IV.5.5 Northwest Iran
EBA IV is poorly documented in northwest Iran. Possibly Painted Orange Ware
remained in use and became the dominant ceramic tradition in the region. By the end of
the third millennium BCE or at the beginning of the second millennium, we see the
appearance of a polychrome painted tradition named Van-Urmia painted ware. This
material is known so far from Haftavan VIB, Dinkha Tepe IV, and Sagzabad I.769
However, the ceramic sequence and distribution in the Early Bronze Age of northwest
Iran remains problematic. Painted Orange Ware and ETC II-III wares were found at the
same sites, but for neither tradition is an end date available.770
IV.6 Historical and Archaeological Developments throughout the Early Bronze Age
IV.6.1 Late Chalcolithic
Throughout southwest Asia, increasing population went hand in hand with the
development of larger settlements. By the fourth millennium BCE, Mesopotamia and the
Iranian highlands saw the emergence of urban-scale centers dominating territories with
smaller towns and villages. In the Trans-Tigridian region, new fieldwork is revealing
similar processes, especially on the Erbil Plain. Many of the Late Chalcolithic centers in
the Trans-Tigridian region were suddenly abandoned by the middle of the fourth
millennium. The LC 4-5 period, the time of intensive north-south Mesopotamian
interaction in north Mesopotamia, especially along the Euphrates route, is currently very
poorly understood. However, the Erbil Plain Archaeological Survey reports the presence
of several LC 4 sites with southern Mesopotamian material, while work at Girdi Qala and
Logardan in the hilly region near Chemchemal is revealing urban centers of this period.
Even less is known for the central Zagros region. While traditional narratives
claim widespread declines in population in the intermontane valleys as well as in the
plains of southwest Iran, survey data is not unambiguously clear on this matter. Different
interpretations suggest a similar development as in the rest of southwest Asia, albeit less
spectacular. The intermontane valleys of the Zagros could certainly not support the kinds
of urban centers of the Mesopotamian plains, but nevertheless there is a development
769
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from dispersed small villages to nucleation in larger towns. In addition, surveys also
found evidence for the presence of south Mesopotamian ceramic types and wares,
especially at local centers along major land routes.
These similar trends across all regions are also attested in the adoption of related
material assemblages. Focusing on ceramics, the chaff-faced ware tradition describes
closely related ceramic production practices spread across a vast arc from east Anatolia
and northern Mesopotamia to northwest Iran and the central Zagros. At the same time,
supposedly south Mesopotamian ceramic wares and types spread north- and eastward.
The processes underlying the spread of these ceramic traditions remain unclear. All too
often, archaeologists have assumed that mechanisms of exchange and culture contact
explain similarities in material culture, but they ignore possibilities of local adoption and
imitation in concordance with parallel socioeconomic developments.771 That is not to say
that interaction was minimal, but the abundant presence of a certain ceramic tradition at a
site does not necessarily indicate the presence of foreigners. New work in Iraqi Kurdistan
is beginning to complicate this matter with the discovery that so-called “local” and
“southern” ceramic wares were in use at the same sites during several centuries, allowing
for different interpretations such as functional differences, rather than the co-presence of
two different peoples.
IV.6.2 EBA I
As much as the Late Chalcolithic period is characterized by similar and parallel
developments across all of southwest Asia, the following centuries are marked by radical
regionalization. This regionalization is especially visible in ceramic traditions with the
appearance of distinct painted styles: Jemdet Nasr in south and central Mesopotamia;
Nineveh V north of the Lower Zab; polychrome Scarlet Ware south of the Lower Zab;
and monochrome painted ware in the central Zagros. Unfortunately, the transitional phase
is extremely poorly documented in most regions contributing to the general impression of
a drastic and sudden collapse during the last century of the fourth millennium BCE.
While the cities of south and central Mesopotamia continued to thrive and vast regions of
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the Iranian highlands had flourishing urban centers and dense settlement patterns
connected with the Proto-Elamite network, the Trans-Tigridian and the central Zagros
region appear to have been rather sparsely inhabited. Still, in addition to small villages,
there were still local centers, such as Nineveh and the new settlement at Musiyan in the
Deh Luran. In the Hamrin Basin, at the site of Tell Gubbah, a large, circular building was
constructed, apparently without a nearby settlement. Furthermore, while ceramic
traditions became highly regionalized, communities throughout the entire Trans-Tigridian
region shared other types of material culture, such as cylinder seals of the Glazed Steatite
Style or Piedmont Style.
IV.6.3 EBA II
The trend of regionalization of EBA I continued throughout EBA II with the
emergence of the “classic” stages of Ninevite V and Scarlet Ware. However, these
ceramic traditions continued to undergo significant developments. In other words, the
term “classic” or “typical” sometimes applied to assemblages of this period versus the
“transitional” nature of the EBA I assemblages mostly reflects a better understanding of
EBA II developments. Both survey work and excavations confirm that EBA II was a
period of significant growth in north Mesopotamia and the Trans-Tigridian region, albeit
to different degrees. By the third quarter of the third millennium BCE, north
Mesopotamia witnessed a new phase of rapid urbanization. In the Trans-Tigridian region
this did not appear to have been the case despite the continued growth of settlements
including a few larger centers such as Nineveh and Musiyan, but not to the massive scale
of the cities that popped up west of the Tigris River.
In the Iranian highlands, on the other hand, the urban Proto-Elamite world
collapsed and surveys have not yet been able to detect EBA II occupation in central Iran
and the southern Zagros. Archaeologists have traditionally argued that the central Zagros
region was also largely depopulated or inhabited only by nomadic tribes. However, a
reevaluation of the evidence in this chapter has shown that this need not be the case and
certainly the site of Godin Tepe remained inhabited. If this reevaluation is accepted along
with the new evidence for this model presented in the chapter on Chogha Maran and the
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Mahi Dasht survey, then the central Zagros region represents a third cultural zone marked
by a monochrome painted ceramic tradition alongside the Scarlet Ware and Nineveh V
archaeological cultures. Even less is known from northwest Iran for this period, but the
little data from Hasanlu and the evidence presented in the chapter on Kani Shaie suggest
the possibility of a fourth cultural zone with its own painted ceramic tradition.
IV.6.4 EBA III
During the middle of the third millennium BCE, Mesopotamia was dotted with a
patchwork of prosperous rival city-states and emerging kingdoms. While this period is
considered to be a time of unprecedented prosperity with major developments in the arts
and the appearance of the first real historical sources, surveys of the rural landscapes
surrounding these cities suggest that the ravages of interpolity warfare led to increasing
depopulation and nucleation within the city walls. A similar process might have taken
place in the Trans-Tigridian region. Surveys of the very limited archaeological evidence
report drastic declines in settlement, for example in the Hamrin Basin. However,
historical sources indicate the presence of urban polities similar to those in northern
Mesopotamia, such as Hamazi, even though these have not yet been found. At the same
time, the long-lasting cultural traditions associated with Nineveh V and Scarlet Ware
came to an end. Painted or otherwise decorated ceramics largely ceased to be in use and
ceramic assemblages increasingly adopted Mesopotamian types of vessels.
Likewise, in the southern end of the Trans-Tigridian region, Susa continued to
grow and the Deh Luran Valley underwent similar developments as the number of
settlements was reduced, but the major centers grew. Here also ceramic assemblages
increasingly resembled those from south Mesopotamia, which parallels historical sources
of interaction between Mesopotamian polities, especially Lagaš, and southwest Iran. In
the mountains, the southern Zagros remained depopulated, but the central Zagros region
continued to flourish. In contrast to the end of the painted traditions in the TransTigridian region, the monochrome painted Godin III tradition was widely adopted. While
the mountain peoples of the central Zagros remained distinct from the Susa region, there
appears to have been close interaction, considering the presence of significant amounts of
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Godin III ceramics at Susa and even a few vessels at south Mesopotamian sites such as
Lagaš, Umma, and Ur. In sum, both historical and archaeological evidence signal
frequent interaction among distinct polities and peoples. While this interaction resulted in
hybridization and the adoption of cultural practices throughout the Trans-Tigridian
region, the Zagros peoples maintained their own traditions.
IV.6.5 EBA IV
During EBA II-III, north Mesopotamia witnessed enormous growth and the
formation of powerful urban kingdoms, while there appears to have been only a gradual
growth in the Trans-Tigridian region on a significantly smaller scale. This drastically
reversed in EBA IV. Under the Akkadian Empire, the population of north Mesopotamia,
which had already endured centuries of warfare, came under even more pressure.
Following the collapse of the Akkadian Empire, urban centers in the Jezirah likewise
collapsed and eventually the region became virtually abandoned. In the Trans-Tigridian
region, however, urban centers emerged and flourished during this time. Strikingly, many
of these new cities did not require large-scale defensive architecture despite that historical
sources document military campaigns against polities in the region. The region clearly
prospered by the last quarter of the third millennium BCE and its rise to prominence
continued steadily. Not surprisingly, the Ur III kings were no longer preoccupied with
north Mesopotamia, but instead turned their attention mainly to the Trans-Tigridian
region where powerful polities, such as Simurrum, threatened their hegemony.
A similar process occurred in southern Iran where a rapid repopulation of the
southern Zagros and the reemergence of Tal-e Malyan as a major urban center and the
capital city Anšan reflect the region’s prominence in the historical records of the time.
Unfortunately, it is not possible at this time to connect the archaeological record to the
historical sources in a straightforward way due to a lack of a detailed chronology. For
now it is only possible to observe the correlation between the two sets of evidence.
Finally, the central Zagros region continued to prosper and maintain its distinctive
character. Only a little Mesopotamian material has so far been found in the central Zagros
region. These are mainly cylinder seals in graves or religious contexts, but otherwise the
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material culture shows very few connections to Mesopotamia or Susa. Current
scholarship has a poor grasp on the historical geography of the region and often the
central Zagros is lumped in with the land of Elam in Mesopotamian sources. However,
since there is good evidence to locate Gutium in these mountains, the lack of connections
in material culture could reflect the conflicted relationship between Gutians and
Mesopotamian polities.
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Fig. IV.1 – Map showing Late Chalcolithic sites mentioned in text
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Fig. IV.2 – Map showing Early Bronze Age I sites mentioned in text
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Fig. IV.3 – Map showing Early Bronze Age II sites mentioned in text
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Fig. IV.4 – Map showing Early Bronze Age III sites mentioned in text
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Fig. IV.5 – Map showing Early Bronze Age IVa sites mentioned in text
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Fig. IV.6 – Map showing Early Bronze Age IVb sites mentioned in text
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Fig. IV.7 – Map of central Zagros region with major intermontane valleys
Legend:

1. Mahi Dasht region
2. Asadabad
3. Kangavar
4. Sahneh
5. Harsin
6. Malayer
7. Nehavand
8. Burujerd
9. Khawa
10. Alishtar
11. Khorramabad

12. Kuh-i Dasht
13. Hulailan
14. Tarhan
15. Rumishgan
16. Saimarreh
17. Abdanan
18. Deh Luran
19. Mehran
20. Ilam
21. Ayvan
22. Islamabad
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Fig. IV.8 – Map of central Zagros region (red = settlement sites; yellow = cemetery sites)
194

Fig. IV.9 – Chronological table of Luristan cemeteries
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V – Case-Study: Kani Shaie and the Bazyan Basin
V.1 Introduction to Kani Shaie and the Bazyan Basin
The site of Kani Shaie (N 35º 33’ 29”, E 45º 10’ 35”) is located at the center of
the Bazyan Basin in Sulaimaniyah Province, Iraqi Kurdistan (Fig. V.1). The basin is the
westernmost intermontane valley on the main route connecting northern Mesopotamia
with the central Zagros Mountains.772 It forms a narrow, high plateau bordered by the
Qara Dagh mountain range to the west, separating it from the Kirkuk plain and the hilly
Chemchemal region, and the Baranand Hills to the east that separate it from the Tanjaro
and Shahrizor plains.773 The Bazyan Basin is only accessible from Mesopotamia through
a few passes: the major Darband-i Bazyan and the much more narrow Darband-i Basira
through which the Tainal stream flows as part of the Adhaim drainage system. The basin
is also accessible from the north following a route that crosses the Little Zab River in the
Koya region. Its limited accessibility makes the basin a strategic location to control
access to the major Tanjaro and Shahrizor plains. This is further illustrated by two
historical battles that took place at Darband-i Bazyan. In 1805, the Kurdish prince ‘Abd
al-Rahman Pasha of the Baban Emirate built a wall across the pass and stationed canons
on top to fend off Ottoman forces. In 1919, Shaykh Mahmud fought his last stand at the
pass against the British onslaught led by General Fraser.774 A similar event took place in
the ancient past, in the year 881 BCE when Assurnasirpal marched against the rebellion
led by Nur-Adad of Dagara, part of the land of Zamua. Nur-Adad had “fortified and
closed up with a wall” the Babite pass (located in the Bazyan region and almost certainly
identified as Darband-i Bazyan). 775 Reports from the 19th and early 20th century AD
describe the route through the Bazyan Basin as difficult, hazardous, and only barely fit
for caravans.776 They also describe the basin as relatively empty, with only a few
seasonally inhabited villages and muddy roads. People inhabiting the larger plains of
Sulaimaniyah might have preferred to leave the Bazyan Basin in this state, thereby
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functioning as a buffer against any unwelcome visitors from the west, or to cite Speiser:
to “keep nations apart.”777
The Bazyan Basin is a typical Zagros intermontane valley with annual rainfall
averaging about 500 to 750mm.778 The valley has plenty of sources of fresh water and is
well drained, resulting in stretches of arable land and good pastures. Early European
travelers noted the presence of lush gardens, vineyards, and barley fields, as well as
cotton plantations. 779 Today, the population in the Bazyan Basin is expanding
significantly, especially near the Tasluja Pass that leads to Sulaimaniyah, and every part
of arable land is farmed or used for greenhouses. Farmland is occasionally dedicated to
rice fields employing small-scale irrigation. There has not been any study of the
geomorphological history of the Bazyan Basin, but based on historical descriptions and
the present-day topography we can make the follow observations. Running the entire
length of the basin, the Tainal is at present merely a small stream that is supplied
principally by numerous springs and additionally by runoff water from the surrounding
hills from melting snow. However, historical sources suggest that the Tainal might have
been larger in the past. Certainly, a significantly wider river must have created the pass at
Darband-i Basira. 780 In the ancient past, this stream might have served as a minor
transportation and communication route connecting to the Adhaim and Diyala rivers and
ultimately the Tigris. The basin was certainly well watered and fertile, while drainage
was likely sufficient to not cause problems for water management. Geomorphological
studies of the nearby Shahrizor plain and the Mahi Dasht region have demonstrated that
Zagros plains and valleys can have rapid accumulation of soil deposits.781 The Bazyan
Basin is a narrow stretch of land bordered by strongly eroding hills and the Tainal stream
forms a significant depression in the landscape. This suggests that the original surface
during the Chalcolithic and Bronze Age could have been much lower than it is today.
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Throughout history, one of the main routes between the northern Mesopotamian
plains and the central Zagros Mountains leading to the Iranian highlands ran through the
Bazyan Basin. Several historical sources and archaeological remains demonstrate the
importance of the Bazyan basin as a crossroad between the peoples inhabiting the
western lowlands and the eastern mountains. The Darband-i Gawr relief immediately to
the south of the Bazyan Basin offers support for the prevailing thought that this was the
land of the Lullubi that was the target of Naram-Sin’s campaign on his famous stele.
During the Neo-Assyrian period, the Bazyan Basin straddled the main access route to the
land of Zamua, identified as the present-day Shahrizor Plain with a major Assyrian center
at the site of Bakrawa.782 Within the Bazyan basin, the site of Qopala possibly functioned
as a fortification guarding this road.783 The basin continued to function as a crucial part of
the overland route system during the Seleucid and Arsacid periods as attested by the
mention of post stations in this region in the Avroman Parchments.784 At Darband-i
Bazyan, excavations have revealed a monastery dating to the late Sasanian and early
Islamic period, while further south there is the important Paikuli monument.785 As it sits
on the border between Mesopotamia and the Zagros region, the Bazyan Basin inhabits
both worlds. On the one hand, the landscape contains every characteristic of a Zagros
intermontane valley and should be considered part of the Zagros Mountains. On the other
hand, both in absolute distance and in ease of access the valley is much better connected
to the Mesopotamian world than to other Zagros valley systems. As we will see, this
border position is reflected in the material culture and has significant implications for the
sociocultural development of communities in this region.
Border zones have traditionally been largely neglected in Near Eastern
archaeology and the Bazyan Basin is no exception. Archaeological exploration of the
valley has been minimal. Between 1924-1926, E.A. Speiser surveyed the Sulaimaniyah
region and passed through the Bazyan region, making only passing observations
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regarding its border status. 786 As part of the Zagros Hilly Flanks project, B. Howe
surveyed the region and in 1951 and 1955 he conducted excavations at the Epipaleolithic
cave site of Pale Gawra located in the Baranand Hills, overlooking the Bazyan Basin.787
In the recent wave of new fieldwork conducted in Iraqi Kurdistan, the focus has
largely been on documenting the archaeological record through large-scale survey work.
However, these projects were soon confronted with the difficulties of recognizing the
distinctly local material culture. After scouting the Sulaimaniyah region for a site with a
long history of occupation, but especially occupied during the Bronze Age, we (the
author in collaboration with André Tomé and Ricardo Cabral of the University of
Coimbra) selected the site of Kani Shaie in the Bazyan Basin. By Mesopotamian
standards, the site is small with a main mound, 14m high, of no more than 0.5ha and a
maximum area of 1.5ha with a lower town that extends to the north and wraps around the
western slope of the main mound (Fig. V.2). However, within the Bazyan Basin and
typical for small intermontane Zagros valleys, Kani Shaie is one of the largest mounds. It
sits at the center of the valley with direct access to several freshwater springs, the Tainal
stream, limestone sources of the Pila Spi rock formation, and four stretches of arable
land, while overlooking the Tasluja road that leads to the plains of Sulaimaniyah. The
settlement might never have been very large, but it certainly took a central place in the
local settlement pattern and it was inhabited multiple times. The Kani Shaie
Archaeological Project (KSAP) in the first instance aimed at documenting a stratified
sequence of material culture that could inform survey of the valley and surrounding areas.
After three seasons of excavations (2013-2016), KSAP has confirmed that the site was
occupied at least beginning in the Ubaid period (and perhaps earlier) and was
continuously inhabited until the middle of the third millennium BCE. Few sherds suggest
that the settlement might have remained in use until the beginning of the Akkadian
period, but severe erosion and damage from Middle Islamic pits and Late Islamic graves
have largely destroyed the upper settlements of the main mound. Soundings in the lower
town have confirmed that there was a settlement during the 18th century AD and during
the Middle Islamic period (probably 12th-13th century AD). This part of the site has also
786
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been inhabited periodically during the late Sasanian and Early Islamic period, the Arsacid
period, the Neo-Assyrian period, and the Late Bronze Age. At present, it is not clear
whether there was a lower town during the main phases of occupation of the main mound
during the Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age.
The excavations have so far focused on obtaining a stratigraphic sequence to
guide work on a larger scale. During the second and third season, we opened an area of
10x15m covering roughly the northwestern quadrant of the main mound. This horizontal
exposure is intended to explore the Early Bronze Age and the Late Chalcolithic levels in
greater detail and to obtain an understanding of the nature and architectural layout of the
settlements during these periods. Excavation in this area employs a rigid methodology
that includes full dry sieving of excavated deposits and a detailed sampling procedure for
flotation.788 Due to the presence of a dense late Ottoman cemetery and the many Middle
Islamic pits, excavations only reached preserved EBA architecture during the third
season. Nevertheless, sufficient data, especially from ceramics and seal impressions,
allows a reevaluation of the current narrative on the Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze
Age in the region that are largely based on surveys with a poor grasp on the local material
culture. Finally, in the low northern extension of the site, three 5x5m soundings have
explored its history of occupation. Only one of these soundings was extensive enough to
develop a sense of the sequence of settlements, all of which are later in date.
This chapter will present briefly the evidence from the Chalcolithic levels that
were explored only in small soundings in order to contextualize the long history of the
settlement. The remainder of the chapter is devoted to the Early Bronze Age material and
settlement that has been exposed to a much larger extent in an open area excavation
covering about a quarter of the top of the main mound.
V.2 Stratigraphy and Chronology
Despite its small size, Kani Shaie has been occupied multiple times for thousands
of years. Undoubtedly, this is a result of its central location in the valley and the abundant
local availability of resources and fresh water. A comprehensive phasing of the site must
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await continued excavation of soundings since virgin soil has been reached nowhere on
the site. At present, the phasing of the low northern extension is separate from that of the
main mound considering the considerable chronological gap between them. Three
soundings in the lower town have identified successive layers of the late Ottoman period
(erosion has largely removed this occupation), the Middle Islamic period (12th-13th
century CE), the Sasanian to Early Islamic period (contemporary with the Sasanian
monastery at the Bazyan pass), the Arsacid period, the Neo-Assyrian period, and the Late
Bronze Age. A few sherds indicate a lower Middle Bronze Age occupation, but no
material that can be dated to the Akkadian through Ur III period. Future fieldwork might
reveal earlier levels that connect to the occupation on the main mound, but at present
material from these periods is lacking. A sounding at the foot of the main mound
confirmed that the site suffers from severe erosion. The top meter consisted of slope
wash, mostly of Late Chalcolithic material. These deposits covered two large Middle
Islamic pits. The lowest levels reached seem to contain Late Chalcolithic material,
perhaps suggesting that occupation of this period extended beyond the main mound. A
few sherds from this sounding could be dated to the Late Bronze Age, the Neo-Assyrian
period, and the Sasanian period, but no levels of these periods could be identified.
Turning to the main mound, almost no material of Late Bronze Age through the
Early Islamic period has been identified. Considering the small size of the mound, its
summit was probably too small to be of any significant use. During the late Ottoman
period, the mound was used as a burial ground (MM II) (Fig. V.3). The dating of this is
based on stratigraphic observations. Immediately below the surface, few collapsed
architectural remains (baked and unbaked mudbrick) covered grave cuts (Main Mound:
MM I). In order for the apparently substantial architectural feature on the top of the
mound to have eroded away and for the graves to be covered with a thick deposit of soil
the cemetery cannot date later than the 19th century. The cemetery was probably
associated with the late Ottoman period settlement at the foot of the mound. Ceramics
from surface collection and from the top level in the soundings suggest a date in the 18th
century, the time of the establishment of the Baban principality in the region. The burials
consist of grave cuts about one meter deep, in which a narrow stone lined cist grave
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contains a stretched out individual laying on its back with the head turned toward the
south, matching continuing burial customs in the region. The grave is then covered by a
row of large stone slabs, after which the pit was filled with soil (which usually contains
only very little ceramic material from earlier periods).
The burials superimpose and often cut numerous large pits of the Middle Islamic
period (ca. 12th-13th century CE), again associated with a small settlement at the foot of
the mound (MM III). These pits only rarely cut each other, suggesting a relatively short
phase of simultaneous use. They measure between 1,5m to 2m wide and cut at least 2m
deep into the Early Bronze Age levels. The purpose of the pits on top of the mound
remains unclear. At Satu Qala in the Koya region, similar pits have shown to be used for
grain storage.789 Such use at Kani Shaie remains to be demonstrated (when the bottom of
these pits is finally reached in the following excavation season), but eventually they were
used as trash pits. Several dumps of trash in these pits can be identified. The top two
meters of these pits contain a mixture of mainly large, partially broken, but almost
complete ceramic vessels. Below these deposits is often a thick layer of large stones that
in some cases cap a dense deposit consisting of many animal bones. The lowest deposits
reached contain soil that is mostly devoid of material.
The Middle Islamic pits and the late Ottoman cemetery destroyed most of the
uppermost two meters of occupational deposits on the main mound. Ceramics and one
seal impression retrieved from small patches of preserved Early Bronze Age deposits
between the many cuts indicate that the mound was in use at least until the middle of the
third millennium BCE, and possibly into the third quarter of the millennium. Two meters
down from the top of the mound, below the late Ottoman graves, the first preserved Early
Bronze Age architecture could be identified. Based on the sounding on the southern slope
of the mound (Area B) and the northern step trench, the preserved Early Bronze Age
levels are at least three meters thick, extending down three to four meters from the top of
the mound (MM IV). Additional analysis is necessary, but based on breaks in
architectural layout and the development of the ceramic assemblage, MM IV consists of
several periods of occupation between the beginning of the Early Bronze Age and the
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middle of the third millennium contemporary with late Early Dynastic I (or “II”) in
Central Mesopotamia. Carbon dates from a surface in the middle of the EBA deposits
give a range between 2890-2700 BCE.
MM V dates to the last centuries of the Late Chalcolithic: LC 4-5. Initial
observations in the southern and northern step trench suggested a major architectural
installation with south Mesopotamian (“Uruk”) material of LC 4 date followed by a break
before the Early Bronze Age occupation. Two carbon dates of samples from the LC 4
deposits give a range of 3630-3400 BCE. However, the 2016 excavations in the Area B
sounding revealed a much more complex and nuanced picture of gradual development on
top of these LC 4 deposits and continuity in material culture. Additional carbon dates will
assist in determining the chronological development of occupation during the transition
from LC to EBA. Ceramics from these levels provide only limited information regarding
this transition. In the sounding, these levels yielded smaller amounts of sherds than usual.
This assemblage demonstrates a long, gradual development with many Late Chalcolithic
types continuing into the Early Bronze Age. Presently, the appearance of painted pottery
is taken to mark the beginning of the Early Bronze Age, but we need more material from
the large horizontal exposure in Area A and detailed analysis to assess this transition.
Nevertheless, the appearance of painted sherds occurs simultaneously with a gradual
falling out of use of the LC 4-5 large-scale architecture, squatter occupation, and a shift
toward small-scale, haphazardly constructed architectural units.
MM VI spans LC 2-3 and has only been exposed in a narrow step trench on the
southern slope. These levels appear to be well preserved with a sequence of burnt and
collapsed architectural remains, graves, and fire installations. A carbon date from one of
these deposits gives a range between 4200-3950 BCE. The lowest levels reached in the
step trench, extending down to the foot of the mound on the present-day surface, date to
the end of the Ubaid period and LC 1 (MM VII).
In sum, Kani Shaie was occupied at least from the end of the Middle Chalcolithic
throughout the Late Chalcolithic and into the Early Bronze Age. Further detailed
excavation will need to determine how much of this occupation was continuous. Most
important for the present study are the final phases of the Late Chalcolithic (LC 4-5; ca.
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3500-3200 BCE), the transition that followed (EBA I, ca. 3200-3000 BCE), and the
series of settlements during the first half of the Early Bronze Age (EBA II, ca. 3000-2500
BCE).
V.3 The Late Chalcolithic Occupation
V.3.1 Stratigraphy
The lowest levels reached in the step trench on the southern slope (Area B) can be
dated to the late Ubaid period with material that fits well with the northern Ubaid
tradition from Mesopotamia with a few local peculiarities (e.g. flat-topped bowls) and the
presence of the Zagros tradition of Dalma Impressed Ware. This material is followed by a
transition to LC 1-3 levels following a similar development observed throughout
Northern Mesopotamia. Work at sites from these early phases throughout Iraqi Kurdistan
has resulted in similar observations and several teams are exploring local idiosyncrasies
in greater detail.790 Together with previous studies of Nineveh,791 Tepe Gawra,792 and
Qalinj Agha,793 new fieldwork in Iraqi Kurdistan is demonstrating that the region thrived
during the first half of the Late Chalcolithic period (LC) with settlements reaching
modest urban proportions during LC 3.794 However, evidence for the second half of the
Late Chalcolithic is surprisingly elusive. Survey projects certainly have found so-called
Uruk material from LC 4-5 periods, but lack of publications does not allow a detailed
evaluation of such observations. Survey projects all too often still rely on the presence of
beveled rim bowls as an indicator of southern Mesopotamian material appearing
throughout northern Mesopotamia. Recently though, excavations have demonstrated that
this distinct ceramic marker already appears earlier, at least during LC 3, but possibly as
early as LC 2.795 In addition, as will be described below, at Kani Shaie beveled rim bowls
continue for a very long time after the Uruk period in this region.
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LC 4 material with clear southern Mesopotamian characteristics has recently been
discovered at Bab-w-Kur in the Rania Plain and at Gurga Chiya in the Shahrizor Plain.796
However, at both sites this material came from pits and refuse dumps without a trace of a
settlement. Excavators have suggested that these small sites were used for industrial
activity, while the population itself became concentrated in a smaller number of larger
settlements (e.g. at Bakr Awa in the Shahrizor Plain). Interestingly, even at these smaller
sites, “Uruk” material is present in significant amounts along with local material culture.
The soundings on the northern and southern slopes of Kani Shaie have exposed
levels of the LC 4 period with southern Mesopotamian material. In addition to typical
ceramic types, such as nose-lug jars, undercut band rim jars, and conical cups with or
without folded lip, we retrieved a numerical tablet with a unique, but stylistically typical
Uruk-period seal impression. So far, this find is unique for the region, but it demonstrates
that the western Zagros Piedmont was not excluded from the so-called “Uruk
Phenomenon.” The architectural remains of the LC 4 occupation at Kani Shaie has only
been exposed in small soundings. Nevertheless, the settlement appears to have been quite
impressive with evidence of massive walls 2-3m thick. In both the northern and southern
step trench, the edges of internal spaces could be traced. These spaces were filled with
burnt material, ash, animal bones, and large quantities of ceramics. As we were working
on the edge of the site, only the edges of these spaces were exposed. During the third
season in 2016, sounding 2000 on the southern slope of the mound reached the LC 4-5
levels covering the LC 4 complex in a five-meter wide area. While we were expecting a
thick deposit of burnt collapse, the results were unexpectedly confusing. Several levels of
large architecture were exposed, with intermittent small-scale activities (tannurs, firepits)
in between collapsed debris. Difficulties in recognizing severely decayed mudbricks,
identifying collapsed wall edges, and distinguishing collapse from standing architecture,
especially in a small sounding hinder a definite reconstruction of the phasing and lay-out.
Even more perplexing was the apparent lack of the typical southern material that we had
encountered in such large quantities during the first season in 2013. Generally, much
smaller quantities of ceramics than previously observed were retrieved from sounding
796
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2000 in 2016, making chronological assessments difficult. The majority of the sherd
material consisted of beveled rim bowls with only a few small sherds of nose-lug jars.
The upper levels, possibly spanning LC 4-5, contained ceramics with local
characteristics. This material fits well with the Chaff Faced Ware tradition, consisting of
red-brown fabrics with darkened grey-black cores and abundant chaff temper. At Kani
Shaie, this tradition might have lasted beyond the Chalcolithic period although gradually
reducing in quantity. The lower levels of this sounding contained only very small
quantities of sherds with southern Mesopotamian characteristics, such as red slipped nose
lugs, fine cream ware, and conical cups with string-cut bases.
While it remains difficult to assess the nature of the settlement and its material
culture during the LC 4-5 periods, we can make the following observations. Unlike all
other Chalcolithic sites that have undergone excavation in the Zagros Piedmont region,
Kani Shaie was not abandoned during the LC 3 period. Instead, there is a clear continuity
of Kani Shaie as a central site in the Bazyan Basin. The small exposure of earlier LC
levels suggests a dense settlement participating in the widespread northern Mesopotamian
Chalcolithic traditions. The LC 2-3 level produced two stamp seal impressions with
parallels at Tepe Gawra, suggesting a development of social complexity at least at a local
level. The LC 4 period at Kani Shaie marks a major change with the construction of
large-scale architecture. The sudden appearance of typically southern Mesopotamian
material (although with its best parallels at Tell Rubeidheh in the Hamrin region) along
with the presence of typically Uruk administrative technology in the form of a sealed
numerical tablet suggests that the site’s centrality in the valley and its location on a major
route connecting lowlands and highlands was exploited more intensely as part of an
interregional interaction network that spanned Mesopotamia and reaching into the Zagros
Mountains. However, local traditions continued while southern traditions were not fully
adopted by the local inhabitants. Evidence for destruction by conflagration could indicate
that a temporary intrusion of foreigners bringing their traditions was ultimately forcefully
rejected. However, even after the destruction of the LC 4 occupation, the site appears to
have been rebuilt several times. The presence of small-scale activities could indicate that
large architectural units were used intensively resulting in a rapid buildup of material and
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the need to reorganize deteriorating spaces. A similar observation has been made in the
Hamrin region where the monumental circular architecture of the Early Bronze Age, best
documented at Tell Gubbah and Tell Razuk, rapidly filled up resulting in increasingly
cramped spaces and ultimately squatter-like activities.797
Unfortunately, at present the absolute chronology for these levels remains unclear.
Two carbon dates from the collapsed remains retrieved in 2013 confirm a date within the
LC 4 period, ending around 3400 BCE. No carbon dates for the following levels are yet
available, but the material suggests a continuation in the LC period and shows some
parallels with the earliest levels of Tell Mohammad ‘Arab in the Eski Mosul region. In
the uppermost levels of this occupation, the first painted sherds start to appear. With the
following change in ceramic traditions, the nature of occupation and architectural layout
also changed drastically, marking the beginning of the Early Bronze Age.
V.3.2 Ceramic typology
Since the LC 4-5 levels at Kani Shaie have only been exposed in very small
exposures at the edge of the mound and were not yet reached in the large exposure of
Area A, the ceramic corpus is at present limited. Nevertheless, we have sufficient
material for at least a preliminary typology with a restricted number of vessel types.
1/ beveled rim bowls (BRB): (Fig. V.4) As would be expected, this type of coarse
handmade bowl is ubiquitous at Kani Shaie. However, an important consideration needs
to be stated. This type of vessel is still frequently used in regional surveys to identify LC
4-5 occupation. At Kani Shaie, excavations have confirmed the previously formulated
observations that these vessels already occur much earlier (possibly as early as the LC 2
period) and that they last into the Early Bronze Age. Certainly, at Kani Shaie, BRB
sherds occur throughout the entire upper sequence. In the LC 4-5 levels, BRB occur in
large quantities and are relatively low with widely flaring sides and very coarse. The
EBA variant became smaller, with thinner walls that are more upright, and made of a
different fabric that is either dark red or cream colored. This distinction does not seem to
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be made frequently in survey datasets, but it could allow the identification of early third
millennium settlements from LC 4-5 sites.
2/ pinched rim bowls (PRB): (Fig. V.5) Also very ubiquitous in LC 4-5 levels, but
chronologically more restricted to this period are these thin, wheel-made, straight-sided
bowls with pinched rims and string-cut bases. A few specimens have a small lip made by
folding over a short section of the rim. They occur only in the LC 4-5 destruction level,
but occasional stray sherds occur higher up.
3/ low-necked carinated bowls: (Fig. V.6) This small bowl type has a sharp
carination three-quarters up high on the body and a slightly folded out rim. They have a
dark grey fabric. They are rare and were not found in good contexts so their date remains
uncertain, but they are included here in the LC 4-5 assemblage nonetheless because they
are most common at this level height on the site. So far, no good parallels for these
vessels are known to us.
4/ internally hollowed rim jars: (Fig. V.7) Still rare in the Kani Shaie assemblage,
this vessel type that is reportedly typical of the LC 4-5 period in northern Mesopotamia
appears mainly out of context at Kani Shaie.798 The few sherds have a fabric that fits well
with the LC 4-5 material.
5/ indented rim jars: (Fig. V.8) Another well-documented type in northern
Mesopotamia is this jar with a slightly concave band rim. Several sherds of this jar type
come from good LC 4-5 deposits at Kani Shaie. However, similar jars continued to be in
use into the Early Bronze Age.
6/ undercut band rim jars: (Fig. V.9) Again, this is a jar type that is known from
northern Mesopotamia, but categorized as a southern Uruk type, and has been found in
LC 4-5 contexts at Kani Shaie.799 As with types 5, similar jar sherds occur in EBA levels
and the type possibly remained in use past the end of the fourth millennium BCE.
7/ sharply-bent jars: (Fig. V.10) This type has good parallels in LC 3-4 levels at
nearby Gird-i Qala and Logardan.800 The upper part of the vessel is created by sharply
bending the upper part outward, which creates a short neck with a plain rim.
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8/ nose-lug jars: (Fig. V.11) This is a very distinct type of LC 4-5 vessel (already
beginning in LC 3). It consists of medium-size globular jars with four pierced nose-lugs
applied on the shoulder, usually with fingernail-impressed bands. They are frequently
red-slipped and this can also be observed in the Kani Shaie assemblage. Together with
the PRB and internally hollowed rim jars, these provide the best evidence to date a major
destruction levels to the LC 4-5 period.
9/ reserved slip jars: (Fig. V.12a) Only one sherd with diagonal reserved slip
underneath a row of fingernail-impressions is so far attested in the Kani Shaie
assemblage. This type of surface treatment is usually assumed to belong to the very end
of the Late Chalcolithic period again confirming a date for the destruction level to the LC
4-5 period.
10/ rim swelling: (Fig. V.12b) A few sherds of small jars with a thickening of part
of the rim that is covered with fingernail-impressions are known both from the
destruction level and from disturbed contexts higher up. These tend to be typical of the
end of the Late Chalcolithic period, but they could also continue into the beginning of the
Early Bronze Age.
In sum, the LC 4-5 assemblage at Kani Shaie is currently very restricted.
However, a ware analysis of sherds from this level may provide more insights. In future
seasons, a larger exposure of levels of this period will be explored undoubtedly greatly
enhancing our knowledge of this period in the region. Important for now is the
observation that classic “Uruk” types are present at Kani Shaie alongside so-called
“local” Chaff-Faced Ware. The exact relationship between these two categories will need
to be subjected to much more analysis, especially since both have a long history at Kani
Shaie throughout the Late Chalcolithic period. Several LC 4-5 types and Chaff-Faced
Ware continue into the Early Bronze Age, mostly through the earliest phase. Given the
virtual complete lack of comparative datasets in the region, evaluating the chronological
development of occupation at Kani Shaie during the LC 4-5 and the following transition
to the Early Bronze Age is extremely difficult. Excavation of these levels was further
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complicated by the high degree of difficulty in recognizing mudbricks and the compact
eroded soil matrix.
V.3.3 Glyptic typology
The earliest evidence for administrative practices at Kani Shaie currently comes
from LC 2-3 levels. These are two stamp seal impressions on clay sealings. The
impressions show simple horned quadrupeds with straight legs (Fig. V.13).
The construction of large-scale architecture during the LC 4 period is
accompanied by a change in material culture. A seal-impressed numerical tablet was
unfortunately found out of context in the northern sounding, although we do know it
comes from the area of the burnt collapsed material of the LC 4 levels (Fig. V.14). The
tablet measures 5x5.5cm and is approximately 1.5cm thick. It has been simply shaped
into a rounded rectangle. The tablet is almost completely intact except for a small break
of the upper right side. Another indication that it comes from the LC 4 collapse is the fact
that the tablet was fired and is black on the bottom side. The top surface of the tablet has
a single deep, circular impression. The tablet has been impressed multiple times with a
single cylinder seal on the top surface (two horizontally rolled impressions) and the sides
(2.5 times). The cylinder seal used to impress the tablet was rather small with a thick,
squat body approximately 2.5cm high and a circumference of approximately 6.5cm.
The imagery on the sealing shows a man standing behind and holding a
quadruped with spiraled horns, pointing upward. In front of him is a long boat that has
tall sides at both ends. At the back and the front of the boat are two seated rowers. In
between these rowers are five seated quadrupeds with spiraled horns and small beards.
This scene is unusual in several ways. First of all, the use of a boat in a non-religious
scene during this period (or the following) is very rare. I know of only one example from
Susa, Acropole Sud, which shows a fishing scene with a very similar boat, steered by an
upright-standing oarsman.801 While animals occur frequently on LC seals in a range of
scenes, a clear shipment of animals is as far as I know unique in the known repertoire.
Quadrupeds with spiraled horns and a small goat beard are rare in LC glyptic art, but not
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unknown. One scene from Susa shows a man leading an identical animal.802 Both these
comparative scenes are from the same period (Susa C a-b). While the specifics of the
imagery are unique or rare, the overall scene fits well with the LC 4 tradition.803 It shows
a man overseeing an economic activity, in this case the shipment of animals (or derived
animal products) via river.
V.4 Transitional Phase – EBA I (ca. 3200-3000 BCE)
Following the collapse of the LC 4 monumental architecture, there was a
rebuilding on a large scale, possibly during LC 5, but apparently with a local material
culture. The upper level of this architectural unit consists of small-scale activities and
improvised surfaces suggesting squatter occupation. It is in these deposits that the first
painted ceramics appear. These sherds are often over-fired, friable, and green colored.
Painted sherds are almost always from small, thin-walled cups. Their design and possibly
shape are closely related to the poorly documented Hasan Ali ware in northwestern
Iran.804 This represents a major shift in orientation. While during the entire Chalcolithic
period the material culture was closely related to that of Mesopotamia, with some
influence from the northern Zagros especially during the earlier periods in the form of
Dalma Impressed ware, with the start of the Early Bronze Age the material culture shifts
predominantly toward traditions from the northern Zagros. 805 In addition, a local
development emerged largely derived from Late Chalcolithic traditions with inwardcurving bowls, beveled rim bowls, and undercut-rim jars.
Along with the shift in material culture there is also a shift in the nature of the
settlement at Kani Shaie. During the Late Chalcolithic period the site appears to have
been dominated by large-scale architecture, while after its abandonment and collapse, the
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settlement consisted of small, possibly domestic architectural units with thin walls. While
not yet confirmed by surveys, this does fit with the developments observed in northern
Mesopotamia (and possibly the Zagros region) and the Trans-Tigridian Piedmont zone.
During the first centuries of the Early Bronze Age, these regions witnessed an increase in
small settlements dispersed throughout the landscape that were occupied for only a few
generations. At Tell Mohammad Arab in the Eski Mosul region, the transitional phase
also consisted of a small rural settlement with a material culture marked by a continuation
of the ceramic traditions of the Late Chalcolithic period.806 While this might seem to
suggest that Kani Shaie and the surrounding region fit with developments in north
Mesopotamia, this settlement pattern might also exist in the northern Zagros region
where there is a lack of surveys and excavations. As discussed in the following chapter
on the Mahi Dasht region, such a settlement pattern appears to develop in the central
western Zagros region as well and could therefore be a widely occurring pattern.
Developments in ceramic traditions with reappearance of painted decorations are
certainly paralleled across northern Mesopotamia, the Trans-Tigridian corridor, and the
Zagros region.
V.5 EBA II (ca. 2900-2500 BCE)
V.5.1 Stratigraphy
The main EBA occupation dates to the first half of the third millennium BCE.
This period has been documented most extensively in the five meter wide sounding on
the southern slope (Area B), but has also partially been reached in the horizontal
exposure in the northwestern quadrant of the main mound (Area A). In Area B, parts of
small architectural units consisted of single rooms with thin mudbrick walls on a single
row of stone foundation, or sometimes with mudbricks in a foundation trench. In Area A,
the lowest level has been reached only in a small exposure in the northeastern corner of
the area (MM IV:4) (Fig. V.15). This small exposure has revealed the grill foundation of
a storage structure. This level appears to be well-preserved albeit not very high with only
the lowest courses of mudbrick walls present. The storage unit was constructed against a
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long wall at least three mudbricks wide, which suggests that in this part of the site
architectural units were more substantial than on the southern edge of the mound. The
grill foundation finds close parallels at northern Mesopotamian sites, especially in the
Middle Khabur and Eski Mosul regions.807 However, the structure at Kani Shaie is
significantly larger than most such structures. While in northern Mesopotamia these
structures tend to be two to four meters long, the one at Kani Shaie is at least five meters
long and continues into the eastern baulk. At the northern Mesopotamian sites, there is
only very little evidence for their function and reconstruction of any superstructure has
been based on speculation and ethnographic parallels. The structure at Kani Shaie has
revealed solid evidence that this was a storage unit with a superstructure of reeds with
thick mud plaster. The storage unit was destroyed by fire, which baked the mud plaster
with reed impressions that fell into the corridors between the rows of single mudbricks.
The fired mud plaster fell on top of the content of the storage unit. In the ashy deposits
were very large quantities of burnt seeds, burnt animal bones, and 22 sealings with
cylinder seal impressions. Analysis of the botanical and faunal remains is still in process,
but they indicate that the storage unit contained a range of foodstuff. The sealings show
evidence for a range of sealing practices. Some of the sealings were used to close bags,
others were used as jar stoppers, and possibly door sealings, while one large impression
was impressed directly onto the mud plastered wall.
The grill foundation storage unit and the large wall against which it was built
were abandoned and followed by a completely different architectural layout. It is possible
that there was a short hiatus in occupation as indicated by both the radical change in
layout and the presence of a layer of decayed mudbricks covering the grill structure.
Future excavation of the rest of Area A should clarify this issue. In any case, the
following settlement consisted of small architecture constructed on stone foundations
consisting of rows of small stones or pebbles (MM IV:3) (Fig. V.16). In the southwestern
quadrant of Area A, a corner constructed by a NW-SE wall and a SW-NE wall delineates
a space, possibly a square room although the northern and eastern edge has no stone
foundation and remains unclear. In this zone, against the SE-NW wall a square fire
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installation was constructed with large stones. Immediately next to it stood a tannur. The
rest of the space was devoid of installations and consisted of several stamped earth
surfaces and ashy lenses presumably from cleaning out the fire installation and tannur. In
one of the surfaces there was a small fire pit lined with ceramic sherds and filled with
black and light grey ash. A large Middle Islamic pit cuts the northern end of the SW-NE
wall, possibly an adjoining mudbrick northern wall, and the northern edge of the surfaces.
Contemporaneous with this room is a corridor along a thick mudbrick wall that
runs NW-SE along the edge of the mound. A buttress forms a narrow passage in the
corridor. This passage has a floor made of pebbles. The floor continues as a sherd-packed
surface to the east and west, and then around the corner south along the pebble wall. In
the eastern part of Area A another room formed by mudbrick walls contained another
tannur. A third tannur sat north of the thick mudbrick wall, possibly inside another room,
but severe erosion on the edge of the mound has removed any architectural features in
this area.
The pebble stone foundation was capped with a 5cm thick layer of pisé (perhaps
from the original standing walls or alternatively to create a flat surface) and reconstructed
with a single row of large stones. The southeastern part of the structure was expanded
with the addition of a square room with mudbrick walls. The internal space created by
these mudbrick walls had a stamped earth surface that had been covered with reed mats
that left white impressions. The floor was very irregular and sloping, but this could be a
result of later shifts of the deposits and the collapse of the superstructure. The room was
accessible from the northern space through a passage in the NE-SW stone-foundation
wall.
MM IV:2 is very poorly preserved and difficult to distinguish from the preceding
and following level (Fig. V.17). This level can only be distinguished based on the
architectural layout and elevations, but because the deposits of each level are very thin,
distinguishing stratigraphic superimpositions of levels and cuts was nearly impossible.
The only remains of this level consist of two parallel rows of large stones four meters
spaced from each other and cutting across the level 3 architecture. The continuation of
these stone alignments in the western part of the area could not be recognized, possibly
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due to the building activities in level 1 and the density of Middle Islamic pits in that zone.
Against part of the northern face of the southern stone alignment was a two meter wide
burnt mudbrick wall fragment. This did not extend to the northern stone alignment.
During excavation, this mudbrick zone was interpreted as a wall, but it seems possible
that it was part of the collapsed architecture of level 2.
MM IV:1 has the same orientation as level 2, but shows a radical change in
architecture (Fig. V.18). A massive pisé wall lined on both the southern and northern face
with a single row of large stones ran SE-NW through Area A. The dense cluster of
Middle Islamic pits in the northwestern part of Area A severely disrupted this
architectural level, but small fragments of large stones indicate that this wall continues to
the western edge of Area A. On the northern side a thick mudbrick wall ran NE-SW and
must have abutted the pisé wall, but several Middle Islamic pits cut through it. On the
southern side a thick pisé wall abutted the central wall. No surfaces associated with this
large architecture could be identified. Likewise, in the southern sounding of Area B, two
levels of large pisé walls were identified, again without preserved surfaces. Despite the
poor preservation of the upper levels dating to EBA II, it is important to observe that the
site was transformed by the construction of a large architectural complex consisting of
thick pisé walls. Materials from these upper levels contain ceramics that parallel
developments in Mesopotamia and a seal impression that stylistically fits well with late
ED I traditions in Mesopotamia and Susa (see below). It is possible that this upper level
or perhaps eroded occupation levels above it lasted into EBA III based on a few sherds
that have parallels in slightly later contexts in Mesopotamia. The pisé walls were found at
a depth of ca. 1.5m while above it occasionally remnants of mudbrick walls were
identified in-between the many pits and grave cuts.
In sum, at least four phases of occupation can be identified, which were built in
rapid succession considering the reuse of earlier stone foundations in the western part of
the area and the reconstruction of a thick wall in the same orientation and roughly the
same location across the middle of Area A. The long walls following the edge of the site,
albeit in a straight line, could indicate that the settlement was enclosed, but due to
significant erosion on the slopes, this remains unclear. Regardless, in this part of the
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mound, a complex of rooms arranged haphazardly can be observed, rather than separate
single-room units. Closer to the center of the mound, southwest of the complex of rooms
and corridors, no architecture of this period could be identified nor any surface. During
EBA II, the architecture became increasingly large-scale. Whereas in the lower two levels
several of the walls were built by mudbricks on single rows of stones, the upper levels
consisted of thick pisé architecture with the occasional use of mudbricks.
V.5.2 Ceramic Typology
The study of the LC and EBA ceramics from Kani Shaie is still ongoing and only
preliminary observations and a simplified typology can be presented here. Undoubtedly,
the results presented here will develop further in the coming years. Especially detailed
ceramic analysis based on fabrics and production methods have only just begun. The lack
of comparative material for much of the assemblage severely hinders the analysis, but
this means that the Kani Shaie assemblage is crucial for understanding this period in the
general Sulaimaniyah region. In order to stay flexible in light of the uncertainties and
lack of knowledge of the ceramic development in the region, the typology splits up types
that could arguably be combined depending on a better understanding of function and
chronological distribution.
This section presents the main types of ceramics identified at Kani Shaie. These
formal types occur frequently or are very distinguishable. While there are parallels for
most of these types, they usually contain local variants. The assemblage does not
completely in any known ceramic tradition that has been documented so far, but does
display connections in many directions. Typical Ninevite V ceramics, both painted and
common ware, are present, but not the entire range known from northern Mesopotamia.
Scarlet Ware is present in small amounts. The painted ceramics have the best parallels in
the northern Zagros region, especially near Lake Urmia, but this northern tradition is very
poorly documented. Finally, there are also clear connections to the central western Zagros
region, known mainly from Godin Tepe, but now as well from the Mahi Dasht region.
The ceramic assemblage presented here derives mainly from the upper half of the
Early Bronze Age levels at Kani Shaie. As will become clear from the ceramic
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assemblage, the occupation of these levels can be dated to EBA II (ARCANE: ETG 2-4).
The lower levels have only been explored in the small southern sounding. There seems to
be a development, currently especially notable in the painted vessels, but also to some
degree in the plain ware that during the earliest phase of the Early Bronze Age was
derived from the Late Chalcolithic tradition. Unfortunately, not enough material is
available to truly appreciate this Early Bronze Age development at this time.
The typology presented here groups vessels into a series of vessel types. As would
be expected, there is variety within these types, but overall the assemblage appears
remarkably standardized albeit with many different types of rims and overall vessel
shapes. Painted vessels will be treated separately because this decoration was applied on
small bowls that are largely absent in the plain wares, with the exception of beaded rim
bowls. There are several distinct painted designs recognizable in the assemblage, but with
only few exceptions (e.g. Scarlet Ware) this assemblage consists of small bowls.
1/ plain rim round bowls: (Fig. V.19-20) These bowls tend to have a round body
and are fairly deep. They can be subdivided in two groups: a medium-sized group with
diameter between 13-17cm and a large to very large group with diameter between 2040cm with one outlier of 54cm. As such they are very similar to the plain rim bowls from
Chogha Maran, but unlike the Chogha Maran vessels they are not typically red-slipped.
The chronological range of this general, diverse type spans the entire EBA at Kani Shaie.
2/ plain small fine bowls: (Fig. V.21) These thin-walled bowls have a diameter
between 8-10cm. They are finer and have a more globular appearance than type 1 due to
the upper part of the wall leaning in slightly. This type could represent an unpainted
version of the painted plain round bowls. All of the specimens come from higher levels in
the EBA sequence so this type is probably a later development
3/ pinched rim straight bowls: (Fig. V.22) This type is very similar to type 1, but
these deep bowls have a pinched rim on a straight body. The diameter ranges between 2030cm. While they do not have direct parallels as a type elsewhere, they generally can be
grouped under plain bowls that occur more widely in the Zagros region.
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4/ plain small bowls: (Fig. V.23) These bowls are similar to type 3, but they are
much smaller with diameters ranging between 8-15cm. A complete type has a flat base,
which is most likely for all of these bowls. As type 2, they seem to date to the later part of
the EBA sequence at Kani Shaie.
5/ bowls with slightly outfolded rim: (Fig. V.24) These bowls have a plain rim
that tends to lean slightly outward on a straight body. The angle of the body leans more
outward giving these bowls a more shallow appearance than type 1 and 2 plain rim
bowls, but they are still fairly deep. A single fully-preserved specimen has a ring base.
They come from the upper levels at Kani Shaie indicating a later date. At Chogha Maran,
two bowls of this type might be recognized.
6/ bowls with inward-curving rim: (Fig. V.25) These are bowls with plain rims
that have been turned inward. As with type 1, they can be subdived in two groups: a
small group with diameter between 13-17cm and a larger group with diameter between
20-35cm. This type finds parallels at Chogha Maran, but the ones from Kani Shaie have a
more distinctly inward-turning rim. Several of these bowls are red-slipped, which
provides another connection with the Chogha Maran assemblage.
7/ large shallow bowls: (Fig. V.26) These bowls have a plain to slightly bulbous
rim and are much more shallow than the other types of bowls. Their diameter is ca. 45cm.
Most likely, these vessels functioned as serving dishes. All of these come from the upper
levels of the EBA sequence.
8/ small crude bowls: (Fig. V.27) This group of bowls consists of crudely-made
shallow bowls, usually handmade. The wall of the vessels is often somewhat sinuous.
Unlike the other types of bowls, which are mainly drinking and serving vessels, the
function of these bowls is unclear, but could be related to craft activities since they were
frequently found close to installations (hearths, small fire pits). They come from the
upper levels indicating a later date for this type.
9/ bowls with beaded rim: (Fig. V.28) These bowls are distinguishable based on a
small indentation just below the rim. There are two subtypes. Type 9a consists of highly
standardized round bowls with a diameter ca. 20cm wide. Type 9b consists of straightsided bowls with a diameter between 25-30cm. They are not to be confused with the
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beaded-rim cups that are a lot smaller and clearly served a different function. There are
no good parallels for this type of bowls. All of them come from the upper levels in the
EBA sequence.
10/ globular beaded rim bowls: (Fig. V.29) This type differs from type 9
consisting of globular bowls with the upper part of the body standing upright and slightly
turning inward. Only two vessels of this type are documented with a diameter between
20-25cm.
11/ beaded rim cups: (Fig. V.30) These small vessels form a coherent type of
small drinking vessels with a diameter between 6-13cm. While the typical version of this
type is globular with the upper side leaning inward, a few cups have rounded walls that
end more upright. This type is an unpainted version of the painted beaded rim cups
discussed below. As a formal type they are identical and presumably served the same
function. They come from higher levels in the EBA sequence, which possibly indicates a
reduction in the practice of painting drinking cups.
12/ small carinated cups: (Fig. V.31) These small cups have a sharp carination at
the middle of the body. The upper half of the vessels leans inward and ends in a small
outward curving rim. The two documented specimens differ in size: one has a diameter of
6cm, the other 13cm. This type of vessels is not the same as the carinated cups from
Chogha Maran, which have a high carination and different fabrics. They could be more
closely related to the carinated cups from northern Mesopotamia (ETG 2-3) and given
their rarity could even consist of imports.808
13/ pedestal bases: (Fig. V.32) Unfortunately the Kani Shaie assemblage consists
overwhelmingly of small sherds and almost no complete vessels or profiles. Therefore,
even though the pedestal bases could belong to several of the bowl types described
above, they are made into a separate category. Pedestal bases are well-known in the
Ninevite V tradition and several painted examples occur at Kani Shaie. While it is
tempting to draw the conclusion that these pedestal bases are part of the classical
Ninevite V component of the Kani Shaie assemblage, pedestaled vessels also occur
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sporadically in the Zagros region. However, the two pedestal bases at Chogha Maran are
very different in that they are larger and much more flat.
14/ flat bases: (Fig. V.33) Several base sherds of small bowls were found at Kani
Shaie, but it is not possible at this time to assign them to a specific bowl type. Notably,
one base sherd has a line of paint at the very bottom of the vessel. In contrast, several
sherds demonstrate that many of the small globular bowls and cups had a round base.
15/ stands: (Fig. V.34) In the poorly preserved upper levels at Kani Shaie, we
found several remarkable sherds of pot stands with notched ridges, incised, and excised
decoration. These vessels fit best with similar EBA II stands (especially late Early
Dynastic I) from the Diyala region and the Hamrin basin.809 In northern Mesopotamia,
similar, but simpler pot stands also occurred during this period. A distinct trait of the
stands at Kani Shaie is the production method that involved scraping the inside of the
vessels in an upward motion. Still, their perfectly round shape demonstrates that they
were almost certainly wheel-made after which the vessel walls were finished by scraping
off excess clay.
16/ plain hole-mouth jars: (Fig. V.35) This type of vessel is very similar to several
hole-mouth jars from Chogha Maran. They are plain globular jars with a plain rim on a
wall that curves inward. They were made in many sizes with diameters ranging between
10-30cm. This type is not to be confused with the hole-mouth pots of type 18, which are
much more coarse. A similar type of hole-mouth jar is known from northern
Mesopotamia during EBA I-II (ETG 1-3).810 In the Diyala and Hamrin region, no similar
hole-mouth jars were recorded.
17/ fine hole-mouth jars: (Fig. V.36) These jars have thinner walls and are made
of a finer ware than those of type 16. The upper part of the vessel turns inward more
sharply than most of the vessels in type 16 and frequently ends in a slightly thickened
rim. They range in size with diameters generally between 15-25cm. A small subset of
these vessels has a small appliqué knob or pierced near the rim. Several of these vessels
are red-slipped and slightly burnished. While the use of red slip could be related to the
Zagros tradition attested at Chogha Maran, this type of hole-mouth jars has no known
809
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parallels there. No parallels in northern or central Mesopotamia are known to me either.
At Kani Shaie they begin appearing midway the EBA sequence.
18/ coarse hole-mouth pots: (Fig. V.37) These handmade vessels with a very
coarse ware and heavy grit temper are globular in shape ending with a plain rim.
Typically the upper part of the vessel leans inward, but some specimens are straighter and
therefore open in shape. Where preserved, these vessels have a large applied lug in the
shape of a semi-circle. One sherd has a small, applied finger-impressed band under the
rim. This type of vessel is very well known from the northern Mesopotamian Ninevite V
tradition spanning EBA I-II (ETG 1-4a).811 They most likely served as cooking vessels.
This is confirmed by the occasional traces of burning on the lower parts of these pots.
19/ plain rim jars: (Fig. V.38) These common and diverse jars are generally lownecked, probably globular jars with a plain or sometimes somewhat bulbous rim. The low
neck sits on a sharply turned wide neck. They range in diameter between 10-20cm. Many
of these vessels resemble the everted rim jars from Chogha Maran, but they are only
rarely red- or grey-slipped. Jars like these also occur in the Hamrin Valley.812
20/ plain folded-over rim jars: (Fig. V.39) The difference of these vessels from
type 19 is that the top end has been folded to create an outward flaring rim. As with plain
rim jars, the neck transitions smoothly into a globular body. The diameter of these vessels
ranges between 17-30cm.
21/ low-necked jars with a bulbous to triangular rim: (Fig. V.40) This jar type has
a low neck on a wide shoulder, probably of a globular jar, with a thickened rim. Grouped
together with this type because of overall shape are low-necked jars for which the
triangular rim was developed into an indented band rim. The diameter generally ranges
between 15-20cm, but three outliers are much larger and have a wide mouth with
diameters of 31,5cm, 34cm, and 47,5cm. One of these larger vessels has a distinctly
triangular rim. This type of vessel, especially the ones with the band rim, might be a
development from the LC 4-5 undercut band rim jars.
22/ high-necked jars with a small bulbous rim: (Fig. V.41) These jars have a high
neck ending in a bulbous, slightly overhanging rim. The overall jar type is unknown as
811
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the sherds are all broken off at the neck. Their size is very consistent with a diameter
ranging between 16-19cm.
23/ high-necked jars with a triangular rim: (Fig. V.42) Closely related to type 22
are jars with a rim that has been worked into a triangular shape. They tend to be smaller
with a diameter between 10-15cm.
24/ fine-ware jar with small bulbous rim: (Fig. V.43) These small, thin-walled jars
differ from type 22 based on their size and fine ware. They have a diameter around 10cm,
with an outlier of 5.5cm. A couple of sherds are preserved with the lower part of the neck
transitioning into the body of the vessel. These suggest that the vessel shape was conical,
rather than globular. As such they could be related to a northern Mesopotamian vessel
type from the poorly understood middle of the third millennium BCE (ETG 5).813 This
could be confirmed by the fact that sherds of this type occur in the poorly preserved
upper levels at Kani Shaie. Alternatively, they could be related to Ninevite V jars, which
sometimes occur with incised and excised decoration that is not attested at Kani Shaie.814
25/ band rim jars: (Fig. V.44) This type of jars is defined by an outward flaring
neck ending in an almost square rim forming a fine band. The diameter of these vessels
ranges between 10-20cm. There is variety in the overall shape of the vessel as can be
determined by the width of the mouth versus the height of the neck, but the fragmentary
preservation does not allow any further division at this time.
26/ band rim jars with lid support: (Fig. V.45) These jars are similar to type 26,
but have a more protruding square rim with a horizontal depression as lid support. As a
type these vessels are remarkably uniform in shape and fabric. Still two subdivisions can
be made with a group of small vessels with narrow mouth and a diameter of ca. 10cm,
and a group of larger vessels with wide mouth with a diameter between 15-25cm. In
addition, two specimens form a distinct variant. They are larger with a diameter between
25-30cm, but more importantly they have incised hatched decoration on the neck and
have a very fine, reddish colored fabric. The general type has good parallels in the
Hamrin valley and less so in the Lower Diyala region.815 At Kani Shaie this is a very
813

Arrivabeni 2018: type 64.
Arrivabeni 2018: type 31.
815
Delougaz 1952: D.545.542; Gibson 1981: …
814

222

common jar type especially in upper half of the Early Bronze Age stratum, most likely
the second half of EBA II. They are currently unknown in the Zagros region. Considering
their large number in the Kani Shaie assemblage, the connection with the Hamrin valley,
and their absence in northern Mesopotamia, it is fair to assume that they belong to the
ceramic tradition of the Trans-Tigridian region south of the Lower Zab River.
27/ oval band rim jars: (Fig. V.46) A third variant of band rim jars has an oval rim
on a high neck with a diameter between 10-13cm. They form a fairly coherent group of
vessels with good parallels in the Hamrin valley.816 It is therefore fair to say that they are
also part of the southern Trans-Tigridian ceramic tradition during EBA II.
28/ flat rim vats: (Fig. V.47) These large conical neckless vessels have a flat rim
made by sharply folding outward the plain rim. The rim of some of the vessels is not
completely flat but is bent sharply outward. The flat rim is slightly concave on the top. A
medium-sized group has a diameter of ca. 20cm. Two large vessels have a diameter of
33cm and 46cm respectively.
29/ slosh-proof jars: (Fig. V.48) These large vessels have a plain everted rim that
extends inward to form a ledge. The function of this ledge is presumably to prevent solid
substances from spilling out when pouring liquids from the vessel. The type is well
known from Chogha Maran and several are known from Godin Tepe where a specimen
with a handle supports the functional interpretation. Typically, these are very large jars
with a diameter ca. 45cm wide, but two specimens have a diameter between 20-25cm.
They might have served as storage vessel for liquids that could be poured directly from
the jar when needed.
30/ jar bases: Overall, relatively few base sherds have been recovered during
excavations at Kani Shaie. However, the ones that were found and recorded are very
coherent. Almost all of them have a convex base extending below the bottom of the
vessel that is usually formed by a small pinched ring.
The painted vessels are discussed separately in this typology. Two of the main
bowl types have unpainted equivalents in type 2 and type 11, but overall the painted
816
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bowls form distinct groups. In addition, the typical Ninevite V and Scarlet Ware vessels
are clearly distinct from the main Kani Shaie assemblage and deserve a separate
discussion. Finally, I present here a preliminary overview of the painted motifs and
overall decoration patterns.
1/ small round bowls: (Fig. V.49) These globular bowls have a round bottom and
a plain rim with a diameter ranging between 8-12cm and can be grouped together with
type 2 of the main vessel typology. The painted design consists mainly of three spirals
wrapped around the body and a horizontal band on the rim extending slightly to the
inside of the vessel. The paint is mainly black, but a few red examples also occur. Since
almost no parallels for this design scheme is currently known, we decided to label these
vessels as “spiral bowls” or “Bazyan ware”. This type of decoration was found
throughout the EBA sequence.
Another remarkable design can be found on three (maybe four) vessels with sun
motifs formed by a large, solid inner circle surrounded by another circle and radiating
lines (Fig. V.50). Between the diagonal lines of the rays are sets of stacked horizontal
lines. Remarkably, this motif also occurs on one of the seal impressions from the grill
structure, while it is best known from the Chogha Maran sealing corpus. The bowls with
this motif come from the upper EBA levels, which fits with a date in the second half of
EBA II. One bowl with an identical design is twice as large as the three other examples
and one of the rare larger painted bowls at Kani Shaie.
A third recurring design scheme consists of a band of triangles along the rim with
two horizontal bands below it followed by a register with geometric motifs framed by
more horizontal bands on the bottom of the vessel (Fig. V.51). These vessels tend to lack
a painted band on the internal rim. Alternatively, the entire vessel is painted with bands.
These vessels also occur mainly in the upper levels of the EBA sequence. A set of round
bottoms of painted bowls could predominantly belong to this group (Fig. V.52).
2/ small beaded rim cups: (Fig. V.53) formally, these cups can be grouped
together with type 11 of the main vessel typology. No fully preserved vessel of this type
is known, but those that are well preserved have a globular body almost certainly with a
round or slightly flat bottom. These cups not only different in shape from the round
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bowls, also the decoration schemes are different. Furthermore, different fabrics occur in
this category connected to different motifs. Only one vessel can be connected to the
round bowls with a design consisting of a band of triangles on the rim, two horizontal
bands, and a register with geometrical motifs.
The majority of these vessels adhere to a similar design scheme. They have a
thick horizontal band reaching well below the rim usually with the paint reaching slightly
below the inner rim. This upper band forms the upper border of a register that is framed
at the bottom of the vessel with at least two horizontal bands. The register consists mainly
of geometric motifs: vertical ladders; hatched triangles; squares and rectangles; diagonal
lines; lozenges. Occasionally the register contains a row of highly stylized horned
animals or birds. These bowls might appear distantly related to the Nineveh V tradition
and could represent a regional variant, but they are distinct enough to propose that they
are part of the local tradition or a tradition common to the region between the Tigris
Nineveh V tradition and the Bazyan Basin. A strong connection to the Nineveh V
tradition can be seen in the use of stylized animals that find parallels in painted Nineveh
V vessels from the Tigris region during the early part of EBA II (ETG 2-3).817 However,
as discussed below, these motifs also occur in the poorly documented Hasan Ali tradition
near Lake Urmia.
A smaller group of closely related vessels has a simpler decoration scheme
consisting of a series of horizontal bands (Fig. V.54). One specimen has curving bands.
Grouped together here are sherds completely painted that possibly have bands in the
missing part of the vessel.
Two distinct groups find good parallels in northern Iran and could be non-local to
the Bazyan region. The first consists of a horizontal band at the rim extending into the
inside of the vessel (Fig. V.55). The main part of the vessel body consists of a broad
register with three rows of lozenges framed at the bottom of the vessel with another
horizontal band. The top and bottom row of lozenges have a central dot, while the middle
row consists of hatched and solid lozenges. This motif also occurs on two specimens of
the following type 3. While both the shape and decoration scheme of these vessels is
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identical to examples from Hasan Ali in northwest Iran, the fabric differs.818 The Hasan
Ali ceramics were produced with an orange fabric, while the ones from Kani Shaie are
cream colored, similar to the large majority of the painted vessels. Also part of this group,
but with a different design that has exact parallels in the Hasan Ali ware assemblage, are
bowls that have rows of large squares connected by straight lines and lozenges
inbetween. These few examples with direct parallels in the Hasan Ali assemblage were
collected from poor contexts in the upper levels of the EBA sequence.
The second northern Zagros group is only represented by three sherds (Fig. V.56).
These have an orange fabric known from the southern Urmia region. One has only black
paint on the preserved sherd forming wavy lines below a horizontal band. The other two
have both black and red paint. One of these has only horizontal bands, while the other has
a black band on the rim, a red band in the middle of the body and two rows of lozenges
above and below this band. These sherds are identical to few sherds excavated at the site
of Hasanlu in northwest Iran, level VIIc.819 At Kani Shaie the only sherd from a secure
context comes from a level at the end of the Late Chalcolithic period or the transitional
phase from LC to EBA.
3/ small stepped-rim cups: (Fig. V.57) These small vessels have a straight body
that is frequently slightly sinuous-sided. The curving at the top of the vessel creates a
slightly stepped appearance. Many of these vessels are overfired resulting in a greencolored, brittle fabric. The painted motifs and decoration scheme of this group duplicate
to some degree those of group 2. The main part of the body consists of a register of
geometric motifs including ladders, squares and rectangles, hatched, solid, or dotted
lozenges, and hatched triangles. Interestingly, these vessels predominantly come from the
lower EBA levels of the southern sounding indicating that they possibly represent an
early phase in the development of painted ceramics in the region, likely to be dated to
EBA I.
4/ Ninevite V: (Fig. V.58) Vessels belonging to the typical Nineveh V tradition
known from the Tigris region are easily distinguishable within the Kani Shaie assemblage
despite tenuous overlap in decoration schemes and motifs. The main types of Nineveh V
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819

Kroll 2004.
Danti, Voigt & Dyson 2004: fig. 3.3.

226

painted vessels are pedestaled bowls. The lower part of the bowl itself usually contains a
horizontal band ending at the top with a row of triangles wrapping around the curving
bottom of the vessel. Then a horizontal band frames a register around the middle of the
body containing mainly geometric motifs such as hatched triangles, ladders, and solid
rectangles. One specimen has a hanging guirlandes motif on the bottom of the vessel.
Another vessel has a radiating sun motif at the bottom recalling the same motif on the
globular bowls. Three sherds contain rows of highly stylized horned animals known also
from examples in the Tigris region.820 The pedestal bases tend to be thick and rather low,
frequently with painted horizontal bands. Two fragments of taller painted pedestals with
excised rectangles were also found out of context in the uppermost levels of the mound
indicating occupation at least into the second half of EBA II (ETG 3).
Two sherds of a jar with painted hatched triangles and horizontal bands have been
included in this category because of similarities with known vessels from the Tigris
region and the execution and color of the paint. However, decorated jars are extremely
rare at Kani Shaie.
5/ straight bowls: (Fig. V.59) A particular type of vessel is only known from a
few sherds. One exceptionally large body sherd shows the complete painted design of the
vessel consisting exclusively of dense small painted dots in a reddish paint. So far this
type of decoration is completely unknown to me.
6/ Scarlet Ware: (Fig. V.60) Only a few small sherds can be identified belonging
to the Scarlet Ware tradition. This identification is certain with the presence of fugitive
red paint (that washes off) with borderlines of black paint. All of the sherds belong to
jars, which is typical of the Scarlet Ware tradition, which unlike the other painted
traditions east of the Tigris River did not use painted drinking vessels. The small size of
the sherds does not allow an assessment of decorative designs. They show horizontal
bands, straight and undulating lines, and hatched triangles. Two pieces stand out. One
contains part of a squat spout. The other sherd has a small vertical nose lug, but not
pierced. The paint on this vessel has eroded away leaving a negative impression of the
design. This consists of horizontal bands with a register showing stylized horned
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quadrupeds (invoking the much higher stylized horned animals on the painted bowls) and
dotted filling motifs. Overall, Scarlet Ware is only a very small part of the Kani Shaie
assemblage, despite the presence of plain ware types typical of the Trans-Tigridian region
and seal-impressed storage jars known from the Hamrin valley where Scarlet Ware was
ubiquitous. This is especially surprising given the assumption in the literature that the
Sulaimaniyah region, including the Shahrizor plain, was part of the Scarlet Ware
distribution.
This typological overview and discussion of ceramic parallels demonstrates the
variety of the Kani Shaie assemblage. While several types have good parallels in
neighboring region, especially in the Nineveh V tradition, at Chogha Maran, and in the
Hamrin valley, the assemblage as a whole does not represent one coherent tradition. The
question whether these types were adopted locally into a regional tradition or if several
types represent imports or were brought in by visitors, remains an unanswered question
until more detailed ceramic analysis is completed. At this point and relevant for this
study, it is clear that Kani Shaie and the Bazyan Basin were in close contact with several
neighboring regions, i.e. northern Mesopotamia (including the region east of the Tigris
River), the southern Trans-Tigridian region, the northern Zagros region, and the central
Zagros region.
Both the plain wares and the painted vessels demonstrate the interregional
connections of the Kani Shaie settlement. However, the painted vessels particularly attest
to the wide variety. The designs and execution of the painted decoration can be traced
back to different ceramic traditions. The drinking vessels consisting of small bowls are
remarkably uniform in shape. A distinct local tradition can be recognized in vessels with
painted spiral patterns. These occur only on simple round bowls with plain rim. Another
design with a sun motif (dotted circle with radiating lines) might also be local, but as will
be discussed in Chapter VIII, this motif has parallels in the glyptic tradition of the Zagros
region.
The Nineveh V, Scarlet Ware, and Hasan Ali traditions can be clearly
distinguished in the Kani Shaie assemblage and these remain remarkably distinct from
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one another throughout the occupation sequence. However, in the small bowls we can
observe a degree of shared traditions extending across northern Mesopotamia to northern
Zagros region. While the development of the Nineveh V style has been documented and
described in great detail, the Hasan Ali style of the northern Zagros is virtually unknown
except for small survey collections and a small sounding at Hasanlu. Future research with
larger data retrieval will be able to address the relationship between these two styles. It is
possible that they are closely related and represent but two geographic ends of a single
ceramic tradition. However, work in the Rania plain and at Kani Shaie, in the middle
between the Tigris River and the northern Zagros, has documented classic Nineveh V
style ceramics closely tied to those from the Tigris region. If there would be a continuum
spanning the region, then we could expect the Rania assemblages to reflect a regional
variant or a design style between the Nineveh V and the Hasan Ali styles. If this is not the
case, then perhaps the two are distinct and separated from one another by the Zagros
Mountains. They could be the result of diverging developments as a result of
geographical isolation or a conscious choice to distinguish communities between the
regions.
In sum, the Kani Shaie assemblage is varied, yet coherent in the sense that it
includes different ceramic traditions. Disentangling local from non-local is a work in
progress. Regardless, compared to Chogha Maran and the central Zagros region, the
assemblage at Kani Shaie is much more diverse with a much higher number of ceramic
types. The reasons for this will be discussed through different models in Chapter VIII.
V.5.3 Glyptic Typology
Excavations at Kani Shaie retrieved several dozen seal impressions. Some of
these are on clay sealings, but some were impressed on ceramic vessels. Unfortunately,
most of these were found out of context and all of them were at least to some degree fired
(presumably by accident). During the 2016 season, a corpus of 25 sealings, 19 of which
have cylinder seal impressions, was recovered from a storage structure on a grill
foundation. Another sealing with impression was already found in 2013 when the
northern end of this storage structure was encountered in the step trench sounding. This
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structure had burnt down with much of its content reduced to ash and burnt remains
falling into the spaces between the mudbrick grill foundation. This assemblage is
coherent and can be connected to the Trans-Tigridian glyptic tradition of the glazed
steatite style, but it also contains a few elements tying it to the central Zagros region. The
remainder of the glyptic corpus is remarkably diverse and again demonstrates the
interconnectedness of the Kani Shaie settlements with its neighboring regions.
1/ Animal file: (Fig. V.61) Four seal impressions from Kani Shaie depict a single
file of animals. Three of these are identical in style. They show a row of horned
quadrupeds with four straight legs. This imagery has very good parallels at Chogha
Maran where they are the most commonly attested. Other parallels from Susa and the
Lower Diyala region are much more rare.821 Interestingly, the best preserved impression
from Kani Shaie shows animals with the same kind of straight backward pointing horns
as those from the stylized horned quadrupeds on the painted bowls. There appears to be a
shared imagery between the ceramic decoration and the glyptic imagery to a limited
degree.
The fourth impression is thematically similar, but stylistically distinct. This
impression (KS13-2001-SF-21) depicts a file of four different animals. Identifying these
animals is not straightforward. One is most likely a goat with curving backward-leaning
horns. In front of it is an animal with short straight horns. The next animal has an upward
curving horn and seems to throw its head upward and back, perhaps similar to a water
buffalo. The fourth animal looks like a predator with claws, perhaps a lion. This imagery
is much more dynamic than the other ones with curving lines, bent legs, and filling
motifs. In contrast to the other impressions, this scene finds good parallels in northern
Mesopotamia, especially from the site of Nineveh,822 but also from sites on the upper
Euphrates.823
2/ Geometric: The vast majority of glyptic imagery at Kani Shaie is geometric. A
first glance at the imagery connects the corpus to the Piedmont or Glazed Steatite style,
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but there is enough variety and distinct features to distinguish it within that general
category.
a. Ladders and pyramids: (Fig. V.62) this group is the closest related to the
Piedmont/Glazed Steatite style. The imagery is made with straight lines forming
rectangular hatched spaces (ladders) alternating with large triangular spaces (pyramids)
that are filled with smaller horizontal lines and triangles.
b. Hatched lozenges: (Fig. V.63a) the imagery of this group consists of curving
lines that create lozenge-shaped spaces that are hatched, and small open spaces filled with
small triangles. They are frequently bordered by a row of small triangles at the top and
bottom. One sealing shows rayed circle motif in combination with hatched lozenges that
is also known on seal impressions from Chogha Maran824 and in the painted decoration
on the Kani Shaie ceramic bowls.
c. Swirling design: (Fig. V.63b) this group is related to group b, but is much more
complex. Rather than rows of hatched lozenges, this imagery consists of numerous
curving lines in many directions creating spirals and hatched spaces, occasionally leaving
a small open space that is filled with a small triangle. To my knowledge, this design has
barely been attested so far, but there is a very close parallel from Tell Mohammad
‘Arab.825
3/ Mesopotamian style: (Fig. V.64) One jar sealing has an impression of a
cylinder seal that belongs squarely within the Mesopotamian tradition dating to the late
Early Dynastic I period. The partially preserved scene shows a figure with a flat hat and
flounced skirt seated on a stool and holding up an unknown item. To his left, but turned
upward on a vertical plane, are three nude, belted figures and plant motif. A good parallel
for this scene from Susa assists with its interpretation.826 According to Amiet, the Susa
seal depicts a seated figure holding up the leg of an animal. In front of him is a table with
unknown items. To the right are a standing figure holding a branch and two “wrestling”
nude figures leaning toward each other. Two other items in the scene could represent
musical instrument (particularly the item behind the seated figure is likely a lyre). The
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seated individual holding up an item ties these two scenes together and it is clear that they
share the same theme. I suggest an alternative interpretation. If the items on the Susa seal
are musical instruments, then it is perhaps more likely that the seated figure is holding a
blowing instrument (possibly a horn) and the nude figures are dancing in formation. The
table locates this scene in a banqueting environment. The plant motifs in both scenes
could simply denote additional food products, or these could be representative of fertility
and possibly connect the festivities to an agricultural festival.
Sealings were used in different ways at Kani Shaie and their use correlates to the
imagery in interesting ways. The animal file motif so far only occurs on seal-impressed
ceramic vessels. The function of sealing a vessel directly is still debated because it does
not fit the immediately obvious function of sealing practices to secure content.827 Sealimpressed vessels form a major component of the ceramic corpus of the circular
structures in the Hamrin region. There such vessels are most commonly sealed on the rim
or on an applied ridge. The sealed vessels are always large, coarse storage jars. One sealimpressed sherd from Kani Shaie (KS15-2001-SF-13) is identical to examples from Tell
Gubbah with geometric seal impressions on the rim.828 The other four seal-impressed
sherds also belong to coarse storage jars, but have animal file scenes applied directly on
the body of the vessel. Impressions directly on the body of the vessel are rare in the
Hamrin corpus. Animal files are known in the Hamrin, especially at Tell Gubbah and
Ahmad al-Hattu, but these seem to be older (Jemdet Nasr period) and more closely
related to glyptic styles known from the Lower Diyala region. In other words, only one
seal-impressed sherd is identical to those known from the Hamrin region, while the other
four differ in practice (rolling on the body) and imagery style (animal file theme better
known from the mountain zones).
Except for the one seal-impressed rim, geometric scenes are used for different
purposes at Kani Shaie. A more detailed study of the sealings is required to make
definitive observation regarding function, but here I can present a preliminary analysis.
The ladder-and-pyramid motif occurs at least six times. Where the function can be
827
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reconstructed, these sealings appear to have been used on walls and doors. In contrast, the
hatched lozenge group and the swirling motif group appear to have been used to seal bags
and to mark jar stoppers. If this preliminary observation proofs correct with future study,
this is a remarkable functional differentiation.
Except for the jar sealing with the Mesopotamian seal impression, the use of seals
at Kani Shaie differs significantly from the main Mesopotamian practices of sealing and
securing content. The practice of impressing ceramic vessels and the wall of a storage
structure with a seal signals a practice of marking and branding, rather than sealing. One
possible use of such a practice is to communicate the content of a vessel or the ownership
of that vessel without the concern that its content could be tempered with. Similarly,
impressing a jar stopper with a seal also does not reflect a concern of securing the
content, rather than communicating information about its content or ownership.
V.6 EBA III (ca. 2500-2300 BCE)
The late Ottoman cemetery and Middle Islamic pits have largely destroyed the
upper EBA levels at Kani Shaie. The few remaining patches of EBA deposits were too
small to allow any reconstruction of the settlement. Nevertheless, small stretches of
mudbrick walls and eroded brick collapse along with the formation of a soil matrix at
least one meter thick reveal a continued inhabitation at least until the middle of the third
millennium BCE. Ceramic evidence from these upper levels suggests an alignment with
the material culture tradition of Central Mesopotamia. However, the ceramic typology of
the middle of the third millennium in the Tigridian region is poorly understood, which
makes drawing parallels difficult.829
Sites of this period have not yet been securely identified in surveys in the wider
region. This suggests that the material culture of EBA III remained local and is so far
difficult to recognize in survey projects.
V.7 EBA IV (ca. 2300-2000 BCE)

829
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Surprisingly, considering the abundant evidence for increased occupation during
the Akkadian and Ur III periods in this region, the site appears to have been abandoned
during the later Early Bronze Age. The absence of occupation during this period at Kani
Shaie is not merely a result of erosion or destruction by later activities. No ceramics from
these periods have been found anywhere on the site. While in the lower town there is
evidence for occupation from the Late Bronze Age onward (and possibly already starting
in the Middle Bronze Age), no material from these periods have been found on the main
mound. By the end of the Early Bronze Age, the main mound stood at least fourteen
meters high (and possibly more when taking into account the rise of the valley surface
during the past 4000 years) with a top surface diameter of approximately thirty meters
(taking into account the evidence for severe erosion). Kani Shaie might have no longer
provided sufficient occupation space and accessibility at this time, resulting in a
settlement shift to another location. A planned survey in the Bazyan Basin aims to
evaluate the presence or absence of settlements during the Akkadian and Ur III periods.
In the wider region, settlement of the EBA IV period can be detected in surveys.
In the Shahrizor survey, sites of this period reportedly are rare, but there is a major site
dated by the survey team to the Akkadian period.830 However, the preliminary report only
mentions ridge-shouldered jars, which certainly continued beyond the Akkadian period
and actually are more common for the post-Akkadian and Ur III period. 831 Better
evidence for EBA IV comes from the site of Kunara, but even there excavations have
mainly exposed post-Ur III levels.832 In other words, the entire Early Bronze Age in the
Sulaimaniyah region remains very poorly documented and apparently remains difficult to
recognize in survey. Therefore, reports on the recent surveys in the region are unreliable
for the settlement history during the third millennium in the region.
V.8 Conclusion
Three seasons of relatively small-scale excavations at the site of Kani Shaie have
produced large amounts of material and information regarding occupation during the
830
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fourth and first half of the third millennium BCE in the Bazyan Basin. The presence of a
large late Ottoman cemetery and numerous large Middle Islamic pits, severe erosion of
the edge of the mound and any levels that were exposed for long periods of time, as well
as the general complexity of the rapid sequence of rather thin occupation levels make a
detailed interpretation of the history of the settlement complicated. The first three seasons
from 2013 to 2016 can only be considered as a pilot phase assessing the potential of the
mound. Two soundings and the subsequent exposure of a quadrant of the small 0.4ha
mound evidenced that Kani Shaie is an important site for understanding the LC and EBA
in the region. Nowhere else so far have occupation levels of LC 4-5 or EBA I-II been
explored. Even more important, the EBA I-II periods are virtually unknown throughout
much of the Zagros region. The excavations at Kani Shaie now demonstrate that surveys
in the region have simply been unable to detect settlements of this period. The ceramic
typology of the EBA sequence finds very few parallels in the much better understood
Mesopotamian sequences. Material from the later EBA II at Kani Shaie has better
parallels in the Nineveh V tradition and the Hamrin region, but the local assemblage
remains rather distinct. Still, the excavations in the large exposure have only begun to
reach better preserved occupation levels, while the southern sounding is too small to gain
a proper understanding of the nature of the settlement. Future fieldwork at the site is
necessary to truly understand the development of Kani Shaie and to provide a
stratigraphically anchored typology to detect sites through survey.
Fortunately, Kani Shaie contains occupation from many periods beginning at least
during the Ubaid period (and possibly already the Halaf period) until the late Ottoman
period. Still, the planned survey in 2018 will assess in more detail the settlement history
of the Bazyan Basin. Especially the EBA IV, Middle Bronze Age, Achaemenid and
Seleucid periods have so far been elusive in preliminary observations at sites in the
valley.
The most crucial observations of the settlement history at Kani Shaie is the
presence of large-scale architecture during LC 4-5 along with evidence for administrative
practices and participation in the Uruk interregional network; the continuous occupation
during EBA I-II; and the gradual growth of the settlement with relatively large storage
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capacities and increasingly large architecture. Another interesting observation is the
fluctuation in orientation of cultural traditions. The LC levels clearly show that the region
was closely related to the Mesopotamian world, especially northern Mesopotamia and the
northern Trans-Tigridian region. While the material culture tradition of LC 4-5
apparently underwent a local development into EBA I, an indigenous tradition of painted
ceramics more closely related to northern Zagros traditions appeared. The almost
monumental nature of the architecture of LC 4-5 was suddenly replaced with small-scale
activities and small (likely domestic) architectural units. However, this rural settlement
quickly developed to become a small local center with connections with northern
Mesopotamia, the Trans-Tigridian region, the northern and the central Zagros region. In
addition, an indigenous tradition developed (cf. infra) alongside external material.833
Based on stylistic and ware analysis, painted vessels from neighboring regions appear to
have been imported or brought to the site by visiting groups, while the indigenous
population maintained their own material culture. There is very little evidence for
adoption of external influences in material culture and very little evidence for hybridity
among the various traditions. Instead, the different traditions remained largely separate
from each other. The Nineveh V and Hasan Ali tradition do share some overlap, which
undoubtedly can be attributed to the natural connection between the northern TransTigridian region and northwestern Iran. Nevertheless, Hasan Ali ware and even more so
the red-and-black-on-orange ware known from the southern Urmia region are distinct
enough in shapes, fabric, and decorative designs to be distinguished from the Nineveh V
material at Kani Shaie. Perhaps the exchange of some of the painted designs occurred
through periodic contact between the two regions at site such as Kani Shaie. As discussed
in Chapters IV-V, despite routes connecting the northern Trans-Tigridian region and
northwestern Iran, both the material culture of these regions and historical evidence
demonstrates that they remained largely isolated from each other throughout the Bronze
Age. Only during the first centuries of the second millennium BCE is there evidence of
interaction and political engagement as evidenced by the textual record of Tell
Shemshara and the presence in northwest Iran of Habur ware.
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Based on present data, Kani Shaie functioned as a local hub geared toward
interregional exchange. In Chapter VII, different hypotheses for the position of Kani
Shaie within a regional interaction network will be discussed in detail. Whichever way
one prefers to interpret the larger picture, it is now certain that Kani Shaie and the
Sulaimaniyah region were connected to every neighboring region and that exchange
continued throughout the centuries following the so-called collapse of the Uruk network.
This interaction with neighboring regions did not result in the formation of a shared
widespread material culture, which has led scholars to argue for decades that
interregional interaction almost ceased and that the early third millennium BCE was a
time of socioeconomic contraction and cultural stagnation. The results from the
excavations at Kani Shaie challenge this model and necessitate a rethinking of the longterm developments of long-distance interaction in southwest Asia that is not based on
collapse, but rather a model of reorientation and alternative network organization.
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Fig. V.1 – Map of Sulaimaniyah region
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Fig. V.2 – Topographic image of Kani Shaie (including excavated areas)
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Fig. V.3 – Late Ottoman cemetery at Kani Shaie
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Fig. V.4 – Kani Shaie beveled rim bowls

Fig. V.5 – Kani Shaie pinched rim bowls

241

Fig. V.6 – Kani Shaie low-necked carinated bowls

Fig. V.7 – Kani Shaie internally hollowed rim jars
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Fig. V.8 – Kani Shaie indented band rim jars
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Fig. V.9 – Kani Shaie undercut band rim jars
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Fig. V.10 – Kani Shaie sharply bent jars
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Fig. V.11 – Kani Shaie nose-lug jars
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a

b
Fig. V.12 – Kani Shaie (a) reserved slip and (b) rim swelling
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Fig. V.13 – Kani Shaie LC 2-3 stamp seal impressions
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Fig. V.14 – Kani Shaie LC 4 numerical tablet
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Fig. V.15 – Kani Shaie MM IV:4 (grill structure in NW corner of trench)
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Fig. V.16 – Kani Shaie MM IV:3a and MM IV:3b
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Fig. V.17 – Kani Shaie MM IV:2
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Fig. V.18 – Kani Shaie MM IV:1
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Fig. V.19 – Kani Shaie plain rim bowls (medium size group)
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Fig. V.20 – Kani Shaie plain rim bowls (large size group)
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Fig. V.21 – Kani Shaie fine ware plain bowls
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Fig. V.22 – Kani Shaie pinched rim round bowls
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Fig. V.23 – Kani Shaie plain small bowls

Fig. 24 – Kani Shaie bowls with slightly outfolded rims
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Fig. V.25 – Kani Shaie inward-curving rim bowls (small and large groups)
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Fig. V.26 – Kani Shaie large shallow bowls

Fig. V.27 – small crude bowls
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Fig. V.28 – Kani Shaie beaded rim bowls
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Fig. V.29 – Kani Shaie globular beaded rim bowls
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Fig. V.30 – Kani Shaie beaded rim cups

Fig. V.31 – small carinated cups
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Fig. V.32 – Kani Shaie pedestal bases
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Fig. V.33 – Kani Shaie flat base cups
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Fig. V.34 – Kani Shaie decorated stands
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Fig. V.35 – Kani Shaie plain hole-mouth jars
267

Fig. V.36 – Kani Shaie fine ware hole-mouth jars
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Fig. V.37 – Kani Shaie very coarse ware hole-mouth jars
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Fig. V.38 – Kani Shaie plain rim jars
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Fig. V.39 – Kani Shaie folded-over rim jars
271

Fig. V.40 – Kani Shaie low-necked jars with bulbous to triangular rim
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Fig. V.41 – Kani Shaie high-necked jars with small bulbous rim
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Fig. V.42 – Kani Shaie high-necked jars with triangular ledge rim
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Fig. V.43 – Kani Shaie fine ware jars with small bulbous rim
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Fig. V.44 – Kani Shaie band rim jars
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Fig. V.45 – Kani Shaie band rim jars with lid support
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Fig. V.46 – Kani Shaie oval band rim jars
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Fig. V.47 – Kani Shaie flat ledge rim jars
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Fig. V.48 – Kani Shaie slosh-proof jars
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Fig. V.49 – Kani Shaie plain round bowls with painted spiral (“Bazyan Ware”)
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Fig. V.50 – Kani Shaie plain round bowls with painted rayed circle motif
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Fig. V.51 – Kani Shaie plain round bowls with painted band design
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Fig. V.52 – Kani Shaie plain round bowl bases with painted band design
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Fig. V.53 – Kani Shaie beaded rim bowls with painted geometric design
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Fig. V.54 – Kani Shaie beaded rim bowls with painted bands
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Fig. V.55 – Kani Shaie beaded rim bowls “Hasan Ali Ware”
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Fig. V.56 – Kani Shaie beaded rim bowls “Black-and-Red-on-Orange Ware”
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Fig. V.57 – Kani Shaie stepped rim bowls with painted geometric design
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Fig. V.58 – Kani Shaie “Nineveh V Ware”
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Fig. V.59 – Kani Shaie plain bowl with painted dotted design
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Fig. V.60 – Kani Shaie “Scarlet Ware”
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Fig. V.61 – Kani Shaie seal impressions: animal files
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Fig. V.62 – Kani Shaie seal impressions: geometric group – ladders and pyramids
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Fig. V.63 – Kani Shaie seal impressions: geometric group – hatched lozenges and
swirling design
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Fig. V.64 – Kani Shaie seal impressions: “Mesopotamian” style
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VI – Case-Study: Chogha Maran and the Mahi Dasht Survey
VI.1 Introduction to the Mahi Dasht region and the site of Chogha Maran
The Mahi Dasht Survey Project, led by L. Levine of the Royal Ontario Museum,
was conducted in 1975 and 1978 in Kermanshah province in three contiguous plains: the
Kermanshah, Kuzaran, and Mahi Dasht plains (Fig. VI.1).834 This region is transected by
four rivers: the Qara Su, the Abi-Marik or Mereg, the lower Razavar, and the lower
Gamas Ab.835 The first visits by foreign archaeologists were undertaken by Aurel Stein
and Erich Schmidt.836 Only in 1959-1960 did Braidwood undertake the first systematic
survey of the region, although only on a small scale and with a focus on the earliest
origins of the Neolithic period. During this survey project, he also conducted small
excavations at several sites. 837 The Mahi Dasht Survey Project in 1975 and 1978 was an
offshoot of the extensive work at Godin Tepe and the Kangavar region, with many of the
same people involved, in order to extend the results westward along the major Khorasan
route through the Zagros. The survey region covered approximately 4000 square
kilometers, of which ca. 40% was intensively surveyed in north-south and east-west
transects (Fig. VI.2).838 During 1975, the survey identified a total of 550 sites across all
periods. In 1978, the survey revisited some areas and explored additional segments,
adding another 394 sites, while also excavating small soundings at five sites targeting the
Chalcolithic and Iron Age periods. The 1975 survey has only been discussed in two
preliminary reports and referenced in a few publications.839 E. Henrickson used data from
the excavations in 1978,840 but the survey results have never been discussed in print. The
survey and excavation records are stored at the Royal Ontario Museum in Toronto.
However, while the survey records of 1975 are complete, the records from 1978 lack a
map detailing the location of the sites as well as the pottery records. Since the team had to
834
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leave Iran in a hurry due to the developing political unrest in Iran at the time, it is
possible that these records were left at the National Museum in Tehran. 841 Iranian
colleagues confirmed the presence of Mahi Dasht material at the museum, but there is no
comprehensive inventory of material and records. Unfortunately, this means that this
study can only be based on the 1975 survey. The excavation records from 1978 are
mostly complete, although only a subset of the ceramic material was drawn.
Chogha Maran was one of three sites excavated in 1978 that contained Bronze
Age occupation. At the other two sites, Gakieh and Tepe Siahbid, these remains were
poorly preserved in the soundings, so they will not be discussed in detail here.
Furthermore, the Bronze Age occupation at these sites appears to be later in date with a
change in material culture adopting the Godin III tradition. In contrast, the sounding at
Chogha Maran revealed a substantial occupation in the upper two meters of the mound
that can be dated to the first half of the third millennium BCE. The ceramic sequence and
ca. 160 seal impressions is so far unique for the Zagros region and a crucial corpus of
material culture for understanding the nature of indigenous Early Bronze Age society.
In the following sections, I will first discuss the Chogha Maran excavations
because the results from the analysis allow for a reevaluation of the 1975 survey data.
The first section will trace the site’s stratigraphy followed by a discussion of the material
culture and its chronological range. The section on the Mahi Dasht survey project will
include a short discussion of other work in the region, followed by an analysis of the
distribution of the Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age sites.
VI.2 Chogha Maran
Chogha Maran is located on the road leading north from Kermanshah to the
intermontane valleys. The oval mound covers about 4ha, making it one of the larger
Bronze Age sites in the region. The 1975 survey identified the site as mainly Chalcolithic
with some Iron Age occupation based on graves with Luristan bronzes and the presence
of Black-on-Buff wares and so-called J Ware, dating from the end of the Late Neolithic
to the Middle Chalcolithic period. The survey also identified a significant amount of red841
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slipped sherds that were assumed to be Chalcolithic at the time of the survey and
excavation, but later proved to be typical of the local Early Bronze Age II (cf. infra).
Excavations at Chogha Maran lasted four weeks between July 9th and August 4th
under the supervision of Robin Dennell and assisted by Jane Cowgill, Susan Pollock, and
Hassan Tala’i. The team opened three test trenches located at recent cuts into the site to
obtain a full sequence of the site (Fig. VI.3). The western trench, Operation 2, was
quickly abandoned upon the discovery of recent burials. Operations 100 and 300
explored the northern side of the mound. Operation 100 was located at the top and
Operation 300 at the bottom. Given the sloping deposits, the stratigraphic sequence of the
two soundings overlapped chronologically. While in Operation 100 the excavators
exposed the northern edge of the Early Bronze Age settlement with trash deposits (Fig.
VI.4a), the upper levels in Operation 300 consisted solely of slope wash (Fig. VI.4b).
During the excavations, and based on the 1975 survey results, the excavators assumed
that the upper levels were Chalcolithic in date, because the ceramic assemblage consisted
predominantly of red-slipped ware vessels and grey or red burnished small carinated
cups. However, the discovery of clay sealings with cylinder seal impressions, the
presence of Godin III painted ceramics, and the discovery of a Scarlet Ware vessel
stratigraphically positioned below these levels forced the excavators to reconsider and
date the levels with its unusual material to the Early Bronze Age.
The excavation records from the excavation are virtually complete, although not
all ceramics were processed and are presumably still stored in the National Museum in
Tehran, Iran. Primary records consist of context sheets labeled with lot numbers that
record date of excavation, horizontal and vertical extent, color, texture, compactness, and
homogeneity. The records also record basic interpretation (e.g. floor, wall, fill, pit) and
basic stratigraphic relationships to other contexts. In addition to context sheets, the
records include rudimentary plan drawings for most levels and section drawings.
Combining the context sheet information with the plans and section drawings allows for a
reevaluation of the stratigraphy, as described below. Finally, at the end of the excavation,
the team produced a four-page summary as well as a preliminary phasing. Pottery records
are minimal, while few available photographs consist of badly deteriorated Polaroid
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photos. The ROM archives possibly contain additional photographs in the slides and
negatives, but these could not be made available for the present study. This study and
reevaluation of the Chogha Maran sequence is based on a detailed analysis of the context
sheets, the section drawings, and the narrative summary of the excavation.
VI.2.1 Stratigraphy
The excavators of the site numbered every level (“strata”) from top to bottom for
each operation.842 During excavation, every deposit received its own number, which were
then grouped into levels. A level or “stratum” was defined by construction or deposition
contexts. Operation 300 was covered by several layers of slopewash and deposits that
were grouped as stratum 301, but each lens was assigned its own context number. In
operation 100 the strata spanned 101 to 116 (with contexts/lots 101-196), in operation
300 strata ranged from 301 to 306 (with contexts/lots 301-368). Occupation levels in
operation 300 date exclusively to the early and middle Chalcolithic, but the slopewash
deposits that cover these levels contained Early Bronze Age material, including seal
impressions. The phasing of the site predominantly relies on the sounding of operation
100 that contains Iron Age graves, occupation levels from different periods, and hiatus
strata. This section provides a detailed discussion of Chogha Maran’s stratigraphic
sequence along with a concordance of the context numbers and preliminary levels
assigned at the end of excavation, referred to as strata. Based on a reevaluation of the
records and the sections, I have developed a new phasing of the site based on
chronological periods subdivided by deposition and building levels.
Phase I
This phase is based on material collected from the surface and in operation 200,
consisting of sherds that were assigned to the Seljuk period. There certainly is Islamic
period material on the site, suggesting the presence of a possibly eroded settlement.
Phase II
Several burials were cut into occupation levels in operation 100 and 300. Two
types of burials can be identified. One type of burial consists of grave cuts with stone
842
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slabs on top of the skeletal remains and without grave goods (= stratum 1). Based on
similar graves at Kani Shaie, it seems possible and even likely that these burials were
Islamic in date belonging to Phase I.843 However, one burial (burial 4) was a round pit on
the northern edge of the mound (= stratum 2b) (Fig. VI.5). This grave pit contained the
fragmentary remains of two adults. Placed around the skeletons were two bronze bowls, a
bronze finial, an iron sword and daggers, iron rings, and a stirrup pot. Based on these
finds and parallels in Luristan, burial 4 can be securely dated to the Iron Age III period.844
It should be noted that burials from this period are usually round pits covered with large
stone slabs.
Phase III
This phase contains a 1.5m sequence of Early Bronze Age occupation. A
reanalysis of the excavation records, plans, and sections has resulted in the recognition of
five subphases: IIIa-e from top to bottom.
Phase IIIe is stratigraphically separated from the higher continuous sequence of
subphases. It consists of a pit dug into “slope wash” of Phase IV (= stratum 5). It remains
difficult to interpret this part of the stratigraphy. As shown by the table that tabulates the
amount of sherds of each ware per stratum (Fig. VI.6), the thick deposit of Phase IV
represents a break in material culture and contained mainly Red, White and Black ware
typical of the late Middle Chalcolithic in the region.845 During excavation, no pit cut
could be identified, but based on the plans there is certainly space for a pit coming from
upper levels. Whether the pit was dug from the surface before the deposition of Phase
IIId or during this phase remains at present unclear. The bottom of the pit contained large
stones and a complete Scarlet Ware vessel. Due to the complexity of the stratigraphy it is
not possible to determine whether this vessel is contemporary with the material remains
from the upper levels of Phase III or slightly earlier.
Phase IIId consists of a thick deposit of sloping lenses of ash and trash dumps.
The large majority of clay sealings were found in the ashy deposits during this phase.
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This indicates that the northern edge of the mound was used by a settlement to discard
trash and materials that no longer served a function. Each lens presumably indicates a
single dump of material. The settlement itself was not encountered within the sounding.
The following phases IIIa-c were deposited on top of these sloping levels indicating that
the mound had expanded during this time.
Phase IIIc was not well preserved and contained occupational debris, such as
pieces of collapsed mudbrick and ash (= stratum 4) indicating that the area continued to
be used to remove material from the settlement.
Phase IIIb also did not contain any remains of architecture within the sounding,
presumably because the settlement itself still did not extend this far north. This phase
consisted of a simple surface with hearth pit 140 (= stratum III). These deposits are not
well preserved because the construction of Phase IIIa leveled the area, but the area
appears to have become an activity zone at this time.
During Phase IIIa, a building was constructed on the edge of the mound. The
construction and initial occupation (= stratum 2a) can be separated from a second use of
the building, with the construction of a stone slab pavement against the northern face of
the external wall and possibly a rebuilding of this wall (= stratum 2a + 3). The initial
occupation (Phase IIIa2) consisted of a packed earth surface with trash buildup that
contained a few clay sealings.
The stratigraphy of the uppermost level of the mound is complex and was difficult
to reconstruct in a small sounding. The dating and relationship of the Early Bronze Age
deposits to the Iron Age burial requires further discussion. As usual, the upper remains
were badly eroded and contained mixed material including Iron Age and Middle Islamic
sherds. The pottery records from the excavation unfortunately provide only limited
information, but it is clear that there was a significant amount of (EBA) Maran Red
Slipped ware in these deposits. Top plan 01 (Fig. VI.7) shows a stone pavement (106)
covering the northern edge of the trench (visible in the east section, but not included in
the drawing of the west section for unknown reasons since the top plan does show stone
slabs going into the western baulk). According to the excavation notes and summary, this
stone pavement covers burial 4, which would make it later than the Iron Age III burial.
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However, the pavement is clearly associated with Wall 1 (= Wall A) that was built
earlier. The pavement therefore represents a second external surface construction abutting
the building in the southern half of the trench, possibly with a rebuilding of a wider Wall
1. The deposits underneath the stone pavement contain a large amount of Early Bronze
Age material (the table in Fig. 6 lists a high frequency of “Maran Red Slipped Ware” and
“Carinated Cuplets” in these levels), including a few sealings with impressions and
should therefore be dated to this period. Unless Wall A was dug into these EBA deposits,
for which there is no evidence while there is a surface at this level associated with Wall 1,
the wall must have been constructed during the EBA. This contradicts the observation
that the stone slab floor covers burial 4. I suggest that this matter can be resolved by
noting that the stone slab floor is not consistent. First, much larger stones than the stone
slab pavement cover the area of burial 4. Secondly, in the area of burial 4, which does not
cut into Wall 1, the stone slabs also do not extend against the wall whereas they do in the
western half of the trench. There are no elevations in the excavation records, so it is not
possible to determine whether these larger slabs are at exactly the same height as the
stone pavement. Nevertheless, considering the association of the pavement with wall 1
that is certainly EBA in date, the larger stone slabs most likely represent the typical
covering of Iron Age III burials, rather than a continuation of the pavement through
which the burial was dug.
In sum, following the abandonment of the site in the middle of the fourth
millennium BCE a new settlement was established on top of the mound during EBA II.846
The earliest evidence for Early Bronze Age occupation is a pit with a Scarlet Ware vessel
(IIIe). Whether this was the earliest phase of a continuous settlement or an earlier
presence is at this time unknown. Phases IIId to IIIa show the emergence and growth of a
settlement that originally used the northern edge of the mound to dump trash, but
subsequently expanded to cover these trash deposits. The material culture of these four
levels is fully coherent with Maran Red and Grey Slipped ware and sealings (cf. below).
Phase IV
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The excavators describe the levels of Phase IV (= stratum 5) as slope wash levels
and a possible hiatus of occupation. However, an actual hiatus would not result in a
buildup of material more than half a meter thick. Either the mound had been significantly
higher by the end of the Middle Chalcolithic and subsequently suffered severe erosion for
almost a millennium resulting in large amounts of slope wash, or alternatively the
settlement of this phase did not extend this far north and the area was used for dumping
trash (the homogeneity of the soil could be explained by soil formation processes after a
millennium of exposure to rain and snow in contrast to the EBA trash deposits that were
capped by occupational levels). However, it should be noted that several clay sealings
with EBA seal impressions were retrieved from this stratum. These could be the result of
post-depositional processes such as animal burrows (several of which were identified in
the upper levels), but it is also clear from the excavation records that the identification of
different contexts was complicated in this part of the stratigraphic sequence. New
excavations at the site would need to investigate the nature of this phase of occupation to
clarify this situation.
Phase V
This phase has been labeled as the Maran Phase and equated with Middle
Chalcolithic III, contemporary with the Terminal Ubaid and Susa A period. The deposits
of this phase consist of occupation debris and buildup of an upper level associated with a
tannur (= stratum 6) and a lower level associated with a preserved wall (= stratum 7). The
section drawing shows how the mound became narrower during this phase, forming the
slope that later became the edge of the mound and suitable for dumping trash.
Phase VI
Material from this phase finds some parallels in the Ubaid ceramic tradition of
Mesopotamia and contains Dalma related wares, labeled as Middle Chalcolithic I-II. The
sounding exposed a buildup of occupation debris (= strata 9-10) with remains of a wall
and a shallow ash pit (= stratum 8).
Phase VII
The lowest phase of occupation revealed in the excavations, which did not reach
virgin soil, has been identified as a long occupation of the Early Chalcolithic with the
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typical Halaf-related J ware. Again, this phase consists of a buildup of occupation
remains (= strata 11-16).
VI.2.2 Ceramic typology
The entire sequence of Chogha Maran contains material culture traditions that are
typical of the upland valleys of the Central Zagros region. Connections to Mesopotamian
traditions are present, especially for the Early-Middle Chalcolithic, but less pronounced
than connections with other parts of the Zagros region. For example, the J Ware ceramics
that mark the lowest levels of Chogha Maran, but are better known from other sites in the
Mahi Dasht region, display similarities with the Halaf tradition. According to O.
Nieuwenhuyse, J Ware is particularly related to the Halaf-Ubaid Transitional ceramics
(HUT), even suggesting that this might be a result of a Zagros influence on
Mesopotamian ceramics during this period.847 The black-on-buff tradition of the EarlyMiddle Chalcolithic period is related to the Ubaid ceramic tradition, but is otherwise
distinct for the Zagros region and includes a significant component of Dalma Impressed
and Painted wares.848 The later development of black-on-buff ceramics of the early fourth
millennium is typical for the Zagros and the Iranian Plateau and is also known from
Godin Tepe and Tepe Sialk where it continues through the later fourth millennium, but
has no relation to Mesopotamian Late Chalcolithic material. Chogha Maran itself appears
to have been abandoned during the second half of the fourth millennium BCE, but
Mesopotamian Late Chalcolithic ceramics (“Uruk”) do occur on other sites in the Mahi
Dasht (cf. infra).
Phase IIIe consists of a pit with sherds of a large polychrome vessel (Fig. VI.8)
packed around the rim of a large, coarse pottery vessel that contained animal bones and
carbonized seeds.849 The painted decoration on the vessel connects it closely to the
Scarlet Ware tradition of the Zagros Piedmont region, but its simple shape – a globular
jar with plain everted rim – is so far unparalleled within the Trans-Tigridian tradition.850
Perhaps this vessel is a local imitation, but the Scarlet Ware tradition has been shown to
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be very heterogeneous with shapes and decoration schemes restricted to certain
regions.851 Interestingly, the shape of the vessel is reminiscent of the Maran Red and
Grey Slipped ware jars with everted rim (cf. infra), while the restriction of the painted
design to the shoulder of the vessel and the framing of a main register by horizontal
bands recalls the monochrome painted tradition of Godin III:6 and Susa D.852 Additional
polychrome painted sherds were found on the surface of Chogha Maran and at a few
other sites in the survey.853
The occupational and trash deposits of Phases IIIa-d are consistent and
homogeneous with very little variety in the ceramic assemblage. The material culture is
dominated by the Maran Red and Grey Slipped ware (MRGS).854 The few publications
displaying Chogha Maran EBA ceramics give the impression that the assemblage
consists almost exclusively of plain everted rim jars and a couple of so-called slosh-proof
jars that are also known from Godin III:6.855 However, the unpublished drawings of
ceramics from the EBA levels show much more variation. At least seven types of vessels
can be identified with additional unique specimens.
1/ Plain Bowls: (Fig. VI.9) These bowls have plain rims and consist of a mediumsized and a large group. Two specimens have a slightly everted rim. These vessels are
relatively varied in shape and wall thickness. At Godin Tepe level III:6 only a few plain
bowls occur,856 but the main type of bowl at that site has a distinct carinated rim that is
completely absent at Chogha Maran. At Kani Shaie, similar plain bowls occur (type 1).
2/ Inward-Curving Bowls: (Fig. VI.10) Bowls of this type have a rim that is
turned inward. Some specimens have only a very slightly inward curving rim obscuring
the differentiation between this type and the plain bowls. Nevertheless, true inwardcurving bowls are distinct enough to warrant a separate type, especially since they are
very well attested at Kani Shaie (type 6). At Kani Shaie they are frequently red slipped,
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possibly related to the Maran Red Slipped ware. However, red slipped inward-curving
bowls already appear at Kani Shaie in Late Chalcolithic levels and are part of a longlasting tradition. These bowls, which are common at Kani Shaie and Chogha Maran, are
completely absent from the Godin III:6 corpus.
3/ Pedestal Bowls: (Fig. VI.11) Two specimens of pedestal bases were found at
Chogha Maran, one red slipped and one grey slipped. Both examples have a broad flat
foot, but are not preserved higher than the foot. Nevertheless, we can assume that these
were pedestaled bowls when looking at contemporary parallels. Pedestal bases are
common at Kani Shaie (type 13) where they provide a connection to the Ninevite V
tradition. The Chogha Maran examples appear to be very different in shape. They do not
have a good parallel at Godin Tepe.
4/ Small Carinated Cups: (Fig. VI.12) A varied group of small carinated cups
forms a distinct subset of this tradition. During survey this type was rare, but distinct
enough to be recognized as a separate ware, referred to as “Chalcolithic Cuplets” or
“Chaff-tempered Grey Burnished ware” (= CGB). When the excavators realized these
vessels come from EBA levels, they began to call them “Carinated Cuplets” instead. In
publication they have been described as grey burnished, but red slipped examples are also
common, albeit with a less pronounced carination. Even though these are rather small
bowls, they most likely served as drinking vessels.
These cups have also been observed at Godin Tepe level III:6, but are very rare.
Only one grey burnished vessel appears identical to the ones from Chogha Maran,857 but
other similar shapes also occur. Henrickson has observed that the grey burnished vessels
from Godin III:6 could represent continuity with the ETC tradition from Godin IV, but it
is unclear whether the small carinated cups could be part of this continuity or simply be a
local development. They are completely absent at Kani Shaie.
5/ Everted Rim Jars: (Fig. VI.13) These vessels are globular jars with an
outturned plain rim. One complete specimen has a very slight carination at the shoulder,
which does not appear to be typical of the rest of the assemblage, and a flattened base.
Based on size, two groups of jars can be identified: a medium-sized group with a
857
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diameter around 15cm and a large group with a diameter around 40cm. The mediumsized group contains vessels with applications in the shape of knobs, crescent lugs, and
pierced vertical lugs. One vessel has a vertical handle. The function of these vessels
cannot be certainly identified. Both cooking and storage functions are possibilities based
on their shape.
The Godin Tepe assemblage offers only few parallels for these vessels. Many of
the painted Godin III:6 vessels have a similar shape, frequently with a slight carination.
In addition, a few red-slipped jars with everted rim from Godin III:6 seem identical to the
Maran Red Slipped ware tradition.858 At Kani Shaie, plain rim jars of type 19 resemble
these vessels from Chogha Maran, but a more detailed ware analysis is necessary to
determine the degree of similarities. The application of lugs does not have good parallels
on such vessels at Kani Shaie.
6/ Hole-Mouth Jars: (Fig. VI.14) Four globular jars with inward curving sides
ending in a plain rim form a distinct yet heterogeneous type. All specimens have parallels
in the corpus from Kani Shaie, type 16, and provide a possible connection between the
two regions. While their sizes seem similar, the width and shape of the mouth are
different for each vessel. One vessel, Md78 289-153-183, has pierced horizontal lugs,
which is also attested at Kani Shaie, but there it only occurs on the very thin-walled holemouth jars of type 17. This type of vessel is absent in the Godin III:6 assemblage.
7/ Slosh-Proof Jars: (Fig. VI.15) This type consists of very large vessels with an
everted plain rim and an extension on the inside of the vessel, possibly to block solid
substances when pouring a liquid from the vessel. 859 This type of vessel was first
identified at Godin Tepe level III:6, but it is also common at Kani Shaie (type 29). The
Chogha Maran examples are red slipped on the external face, while the Kani Shaie
examples are untreated. Several vessels of this type are documented within the Godin
III:6 assemblage where they are also untreated.860 This type of vessel provides good
evidence for a shared EBA ceramic tradition typical of the wider Central Zagros region.
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8/ Miscellaneous: This category includes sherd drawings that could not be
assigned with any certainty to one of the seven main types. They contain sherds with
vertical lugs, applied knobs, or crescent lugs, a flat base, a carinated sherd, and a handle
all of which most likely belong to everted rim jars. Unique in the assemblage is a low flat
tray. Lugs are also known at Godin Tepe, as are handles.861
In addition, a brief discussion of the Chogha Maran corpus by Levine and Young
included drawings of Godin III painted sherds (Fig. VI.16).862 These Godin III sherds are
very distinct within the Chogha Maran assemblage, based on fabric, shape, and
decoration scheme, and could possibly be imports or local imitations of a neighboring
tradition. Together with the slosh-proof jars these sherds provide the best connection with
Godin Tepe even though the main assemblage differs significantly from that known
further east.
The Chogha Maran assemblage contains a restricted functional range. There are
simple storage and/or cooking vessels. The slosh-proof jars presumably could have been
storage vessels considering their size, but their content was intended to be poured directly
from the vessel. The rest of the assemblage consists of consumption vessels (bowls and
cups). None of these are particularly well-made or decorated, except for the few Godin III
monochrome painted sherds, but they do attest to relatively large-scale food and liquid
storage.
The timespan covered by Godin III:6 probably lasted beyond the occupation of
Chogha Maran. The main parallels for the slosh-proof jars and the small carinated cups
come from the lower levels at Godin Tepe. Lacking at Chogha Maran, but present at
Gakieh, which appears to date to the second half of the third millennium BCE, are large
bowls with a painted band on and extending below the rim sometimes with notched
ridges on the upper part of the body. The vessels from Gakieh have good parallels in
Godin III:5,863 but at Godin Tepe sinuous-sided and carinated bowls are much more
common, while they are absent in the Mahi Dasht region.
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VI.2.3 Clay sealings and seal impressions
Excavations at Chogha Maran retrieved about 200 fragmentary and burnt clay
sealings with impressions of cylinder seals and a few stamp seals (probably reused
Chalcolithic seals) in operations 100 and 300 (Fig. VI.17).864 The vast majority of these
sealings were retrieved from the ashy lenses of Phase IIId, but additional sealings come
from the poorly preserved occupation levels of Phase IIIb-c and from the slope wash
levels of Phase IV underneath the ashy lenses. This large corpus of seal impressions is so
far unique in the Central Zagros region, although there are connections with the seal
impressions from the recent excavations at Kani Shaie. In a recent preliminary report,
Pittman observed connections with the Hamrin valley, the Lower Diyala, Susa, while she
also identified connections as far as Nineveh and Tell Billa.865 The imagery of the seal
impressions is largely unique to the region with only a few occurrences at TransTigridian and central Mesopotamian sites, and must be interpreted as a typical Zagros
iconography. The glazed steatite or Piedmont style that is widespread across the arc along
the western flanks of the Zagros Mountains, including at Susa, throughout northern
Mesopotamia, and across the Iranian Plateau is only represented by a few examples.866
Pittman has organized the vast majority of the seal impressions into four categories.867
Type 1 consists of interlocking geometric patterns, best known from Susa.
Type 2 contains “stick figure” humans that are paralleled by clay cylinder seals
most frequently found in the Lower Diyala and Hamrin, but also present at
Nineveh and Susa.
Type 3 shows a range of horned quadrupeds in simple compositions with legs
represented by four straight lines. Few parallels are known from the Hamrin
valley and Susa, but they have not been found in large quantities anywhere else
but at Chogha Maran. The corpus of seal impressions from Kani Shaie contains
three examples of this type, all of which were impressed directly on the body of a
jar identical to the seal-impressed jars from Tell Gubbah.
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Type 4 contains concentric circles and rayed circles. This type has some parallels
in the Hamrin valley, the Lower Diyala and Susa, but is very rare outside of
Chogha Maran. In the seal impressions corpus from the burnt storage structure at
Kani Shaie there are a few fragments that possibly belong to this type. In addition,
similar designs appear on painted ceramic bowls from Kani Shaie.
The preliminary discussion by Pittman demonstrates that the Chogha Maran
sealings belong to a local tradition that has so far not been identified. Most parallels were
found at the Early Dynastic I sites in the Hamrin valley and consist mainly of clay
sealings. These seals and the glazed steatite or Piedmont style seals were employed
within very localized and simple administrative practices in the Trans-Tigridian Corridor
between the Tigris River and the Zagros Mountains.868 Pittman suggests therefore that
Chogha Maran and the Mahi Dasht region participated in the cultural tradition typical of
the zone from the Hamrin hills to the northern edge of the Susiana, including the valleys
of the Pish-i Kuh (east of the Kabir Kuh). However, it should be noted that the TransTigridian sites predominantly used the glazed steatite or Piedmont style seals with only a
few examples of the clay sealings that dominate the Chogha Maran corpus. In
combination with the observation that the ceramic corpus of Chogha Maran has only
tenuous connections with other regions, we need to conclude that the Mahi Dasht region
had its own distinct glyptic tradition. A lack of fieldwork in western Luristan and
Kermanshah does not allow a definite assessment of the geographical range of this
material culture.
VI.2.4 Chronology
At the time of the Mahi Dasht Survey project and the excavations at Chogha
Maran, R. Henrickson conducted a detailed analysis of the Bronze Age levels of Godin
Tepe (period III). This long-lasting occupation could be subdivided in six phases, III:1-6
with III:6 being the oldest. The preceding Period IV occupation at Godin Tepe formed
the most southern extent of the Early Transcaucasian or Kura-Araxes tradition. Following
a short hiatus, the Godin III:6 settlement contained a completely different material culture
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defined mainly by a monochrome painted tradition with brown to black geometric
patterns on a buff slip. Within this corpus, there are no parallels with ceramic traditions in
Mesopotamia, preventing a secure chronological anchoring of these levels.869 A closely
related corpus of monochrome painted vessels was found at Susa where it is part of the
Susa D tradition. 870 In his detailed study of the Godin III corpus, Henrickson
demonstrated that the ceramic shapes and decoration patterns of the six phases of Bronze
Age occupation are sufficiently distinct from each other to identify material from each
phase.871 The earliest phases III:6-5 belong to the Early Bronze Age. Based on its long
stratigraphic sequence and building levels, Henrickson has demonstrated that Godin III:6
must have spanned several centuries.872 Godin III:5 followed after a short hiatus in the
excavated area, lasted significantly shorter, and was followed by another short hiatus.
Godin III:4, contemporary with the Bronze Age burials at Tepe Giyan, can be securely
dated to the beginning of the Middle Bronze Age, perhaps as early as the Ur III period
and lasting into the Isin-Larsa period.
Henrickson argued for a dating of the Godin III:6 settlement in the Early Dynastic
IIIB period based on the only two sets of material that provide stratigraphically anchored
comparanda: al-Hiba/Lagash and Chogha Maran. At al-Hiba in southern Mesopotamia,
fifteen sherds of the Godin III monochrome painted tradition were found in the
administrative and craft production complex of Area C. The only excavated levels IA and
IB can be securely dated to the ED IIIB period based on inscribed seal impressions
mentioning rulers of this period. Before publication of this small corpus, Henrickson
identified these sherds as part of the Godin III:6 type based on personal observation
granted by D. Hansen who directed excavations at al-Hiba. He also identified the few
Godin III painted sherds at Chogha Maran as part of the Godin III:6 type. At the time, in
869
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1981, based on a quick observation of the sealing corpus from the site, Pittman had
suggested that these were most likely ED II-III in date based on parallels in the Lower
Diyala sites. This then confirmed Henrickson’s dating of Godin III:6 to the third quarter
of the third millennium BCE, contemporary with ED III.
However, a recent reanalysis of the al-Hiba ceramic corpus as part of the Al-Hiba
Publication Project has shown that the fifteen sherds from the Area C complex must be
assigned to the Godin III:5 phase rather than III:6.873 Therefore, the Godin III:5 phase
belongs at least partially to the ED IIIB period, which puts the III:6 settlement earlier
with a terminus antequem at the end of ED IIIA. Furthermore, Pittman’s recent study of
the Chogha Maran seal impressions now securely dates this corpus to the ED I period of
the first half of the third millennium BCE (= EBA II). Parallels for the glyptic material
come predominantly from the ED I Hamrin sites, from contemporary levels in the Lower
Diyala, and from post-Proto Elamite contexts at Susa.874 These observations force a
redating of the Godin III:6 phase into the first half of the third millennium. Unfortunately,
the parallels of the glyptic material from Chogha Maran do not allow a more precise
dating. Taking into account the few and somewhat problematic carbon dates from Godin
Tepe and the observation that the “slosh-proof jars” were found only in the upper EBA
levels at Kani Shaie, a date of the Chogha Maran EBA settlement in the second quarter of
the third millennium is more likely, but cannot be demonstrated with certainty without
new work at the site and a set of detailed carbon dates. Nevertheless, the Chogha Maran
material culture represents a local/regional tradition of the first half of the Early Bronze
Age. It remains possible that the red and grey slipped ware tradition continues into the
second half of the third millennium BCE, but a study of the geographical distribution of
the Godin III phases suggests that during this period the monochrome painted tradition
was adopted widely throughout the Central Zagros region, including in the Mahi
Dasht.875
VI.3 Mahi Dasht Survey
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VI.3.1 Methodology
3.1.1 Introduction
The Mahi Dasht Survey project employed a well thought out methodology, but
unfortunately one that makes analysis 40 years later rather difficult. Every site was
recorded on a survey sheet with a unique identifying number that contained information
regarding location, size, any obvious features, and occasionally remarks on ceramics
retrieved from the surface. These sites were plotted in great detail on a large geographic
map of the region. Cross-referencing this map with satellite imagery allows a relatively
precise location of these sites in a GIS system. (Fig. VI.18) Unfortunately, intensive
agriculture during the past decades has obliterated many sites and only the largest of
these are still visible.
The survey team employed a ceramic typology based on wares rather than
chronologically meaningful shapes and fabrics. Such wares were given acronyms or
random letters. In the pottery records of each site, individual sherds were recorded by
assigning them to a ware group. Only a small subset of collected ceramics was drawn. As
a result, it is difficult to revisit the paper records without the actual sherd material to gain
an impression of periodization of the site. For example, Medium Grit Red ware (MGR) is
ubiquitous at almost every site and therefore obviously not chronologically relevant.
When sherds of this ware are listed in the pottery sheets, it is impossible to identify them
because there is rarely a drawing available. Nevertheless, some ware groups are more
chronologically restricted or at least more typical of certain periods than others.
Especially Neolithic and Chalcolithic painted ceramics were better understood and were
classified separately into more coherent ware groups. Any study of the Mahi Dasht
Survey records requires a detailed analysis of the ware groups and an exhaustive look at
pottery sheets to detect patterns of co-occurrence of certain ware groups in order to
identify potential chronologically relevant assemblages.
3.1.2 Identifying Late Chalcolithic sites in the survey records
Our understanding of the material culture during the second half of the fourth
millennium BCE is predominantly based on the spread of southern Mesopotamian
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assemblages across a vast region into northern Mesopotamia, Anatolia, and even the
Zagros region. The eastern distribution is certainly the least well understood since it’s
mainly based on only one site: Godin Tepe level VII-VI, supplemented by the upper
levels of nearby Seh Gabi.876 It is now clear that an enclave was established at Godin
Tepe with a material culture that differs significantly from the main settlement.
Unfortunately, the complete assemblage from these levels remains poorly published and
it is not fully clear what constituted the local tradition in the Kangavar plain around
Godin Tepe or its relation to the supposedly Mesopotamian assemblage. The Late
Chalcolithic ceramic tradition of the Central Zagros region is defined by the Godin Tepe
sequence and consists of plain and painted buff ware. E. Henrickson has argued for a full
LC assemblage consisting of both plain and painted wares in the eastern part of the
Central Zagros and connected to the wider cultural zone reaching across the Iranian
Plateau, and an attenuated LC assemblage consisting only of plain buff ware that spans
the highland valleys of the central and northern Zagros Mountains. As discussed in
Chapter V, there are problems with Henrickson’s model of a full versus an attenuated
Godin VI tradition. Rather than contrasting the central Zagros intermontane valleys with
the eastern part, treating the region on its own terms and connected to both Mesopotamia
and the eastern end of the Zagros Mountains opens the way to different interpretations.
While Henrickson claims that absence of painted ceramics during this time in the central
Zagros valleys indicates a lack of development on par with Godin Tepe and the Kangavar
region, such an absence, if not merely a result of lack of fieldwork, could reflect
functional or cultural differences. As she herself recognized, the western part of the
Central Zagros contains more Mesopotamian ceramic types such as beveled rim bowls,
pinched rim bowls, drooping spouts, and low trays that only occur at a few sites in the
eastern central Zagros region, notably at Godin Tepe itself. Furthermore, the Mahi Dasht
region did have sites with painted ceramics that Henrickson includes in the Godin VI
tradition, so it is unclear why she considers the Mahi Dasht region as part of attenuated
Godin VI. Of course, attenuated literally means “less affected/influenced” and does not
imply a lower degree of development than in the Kangavar as Henrickson argues. As
876

E. Henrickson 1994.

316

argued in Chapter V, the synchronicity of surveyed Late Chalcolithic sites in the Mahi
Dasht region is unresolved and the presence or absence of painted sherds on a site could
be a chronological marker. Furthermore, the lack or limited amount of painted ceramics
in the western central Zagros region in contrast to the eastern region invokes
developments immediately to the west in Mesopotamia and the Trans-Tigridian region
where painted ceramics had become very rare during the fourth millennium BCE. The
presence of Mesopotamian vessel types in the Mahi Dasht and throughout the western
central Zagros region supports the idea that the intermontane valleys became culturally
more aligned with their western neighbors. This alignment is also reflected in the
observation that during the second half of the fourth millennium BCE there was a process
of nucleation of the population into a smaller number of larger settlements, which is a
process that was less strong east of the Kuh-i Garin (cf. IV.3.1.4).
E. Henrickson has provided an overview of the Late Chalcolithic material and
sites in the Central Zagros region, with a focus on the Kangavar and Mahi Dasht
plains.877 Her tabulations do not exactly match the statistics used in this study. She
participated in the 1975-1978 fieldwork and processed much of the material using the
computer technology of the time, which is now difficult to access. She also had access to
the pottery records of the 1978 survey that are at present missing. The discordance in
quantities documented in her preliminary study and the present reanalysis of the available
records can be explained by the difference in access to those records. Furthermore, E.
Henrickson was very familiar with the poorly published Godin Tepe and Seh Gabi
Chalcolithic material culture, allowing her to recognize ceramics of this tradition during
fieldwork and in the survey notes. The plain buff wares typical of the Godin VI period
and also recognized in the Mahi Dasht region did not receive their own ware code,
making it virtually impossible to identify them in the survey pottery sheets. Therefore, for
the Late Chalcolithic period, this study includes her observations to complement my own
observations in the remaining records.
The recent excavations at Kani Shaie have revealed another important Late
Chalcolithic sequence. Typical southern Mesopotamian ceramic types are present, while
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it has now become clear that the local Late Chalcolithic tradition partially continued and
gradually transitioned into a distinct Early Bronze Age tradition. Due to its location at the
most western edge of the Zagros Mountains, Kani Shaie and the Bazyan Basin
participated in the northern Mesopotamian tradition of Chaff-faced Ware, which did not
appear to reach deeper into the Central Zagros region. A few sherds in the Mahi Dasht
Survey records show close parallels with shapes typical of the northern Mesopotamian
tradition for the Late Chalcolithic 1-2(-3?) periods, suggesting at least some degree of
interaction during the first half of the fourth millennium BCE.
Since Chogha Maran appears to have been abandoned during the second half of
the millennium, it remains difficult to determine the local material culture tradition of the
period. Following Henrickson’s observations, the Mahi Dasht region participated at least
partially in the buff ware tradition known from Godin VII-VI. Her study states that there
were 44 sites with Godin VI material.878 Unfortunately she did not provide site numbers,
so it is not possible at this time to identify them in the survey records. The only traces of
Late Chalcolithic 4-5 settlements in the Mahi Dasht can be identified in the survey
records based on the well-known southern Mesopotamian assemblage that appears to
have penetrated the Zagros region. However, and surprisingly, virtually no ceramics that
can be attributed to this assemblage are present in the ceramic records, despite
Henrickson’s observation that several types were occasionally retrieved during survey.
As has been common for many survey projects, the discovery of Beveled Rim Bowls
(BRB) at a site has been taken as evidence for occupation during this period. However, as
demonstrated at Kani Shaie, but already recognized elsewhere, 879 beveled rim bowls
occur already during LC 3 (and possibly even LC 2), while they continue in use for
centuries into the Early Bronze Age. Therefore, they cannot be used as a solid
chronological marker for the second half of the fourth millennium BCE.
A marker of LC 4-5, especially with typical Uruk material, are Pinch Rimmed
Bowls (PRB). This ware type occurs on 19 sites in the 1975 survey records, while E.
Henrickson observed 22 sites with this type. However, the one drawing of a sherd of this
type clearly is a later vessel type, which means that the ware type again combines vessel
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types from different periods. This error is confirmed by the survey records since of the 19
sites with PRB, those that lack BRB frequently contain Middle Bronze Age material
(later Godin Painted Ware) and are most likely to be dated to that period. If we accept
that BRB are the most common and durable type of vessel at LC 4-5 sites, then only the
combination of BRB and PRB at a site signifies an almost certain identification of
occupation during this period. In total only six such sites occur in the 1975 survey
records: Md75-23; Md75-30; Md75-101; Md75-167; Md75-449; Md75-500 (Fig. VI.19).
Four of these are large to very large sites, one is medium, and for one no size was
recorded. Furthermore, three of these sites contained very large quantities of BRB and
PRB together with ceramic types known to be typical of southern Mesopotamian
assemblages suggesting the possible presence of an “Uruk enclave” as at Godin Tepe
(Chogha Bahar (Md75-23), Malikshah (Md75-500), Tappeh Mavaye Olya (Md75101)).880 In addition, three sites have only BRB, but always with Early Bronze Age
material. While the 1975 records have only nine sites with BRB, E. Henrickson lists 14
sites so it is possible that additional LC 4-5 sites were discovered during the 1978 season.
As has already been noted previously, E. Henrickson emphasized that following
the Middle Chalcolithic period there was a decline in settlements in the Zagros region
continuing through the Early Bronze Age. This decline in numbers of settlements in all
valleys, but especially in the small high valleys where a prevalence of small, ephemeral,
“transient” sites appears to develop in the second half of the fourth millennium BCE, is
commonly attributed to a shift to pastoral nomadism coupled with emigration to the
burgeoning lowland centers in the Mesopotamian and Khuzestan plains.881 Also in the
Mahi Dasht plains only six sites of the period can be identified with high certainty while
only a couple of additional sites could be added from E. Henrickson’s analysis. However,
a closer reading of the Mahi Dasht dataset suggests an alternative explanation. Almost all
Late Chalcolithic settlements that can be identified in the 1975 survey records are located
on medium to large sites. In the previous periods a general increase of small settlements
throughout the Zagros valleys can be observed, but during the Late Chalcolithic period
the large number of small settlements is replaced by a network of fewer, but larger
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settlements located predominantly in the larger valleys. Precise data for population
estimates and inhabited area is not available, but certainly any decline in those numbers
appears less dramatic than generally accepted. This suggests that the Zagros region
underwent a similar development as that observed in the nearby Piedmont region and
Khuzestan. 882 The population contracted into a smaller number of larger settlements
dispersed across fertile plains. The higher, smaller valleys of the Zagros could have been
exploited as pasture for large flocks of sheep and goats attached to these growing
population centers. This does not mean that the Zagros region underwent a process of
urbanization, considering the small size of these centers (ca. 2-10ha) in comparison to
Mesopotamian cities, but rather a nucleation of the population that undoubtedly included
significant socioeconomic transformations. Rather than a pattern of independent rural
communities, the demographic concentration in larger settlements could suggest a desire
to obtain easier access to a range of dispersed resources, an increase in organization to
exploit the local resources, and increasing specialization into different economic sectors.
The site of Malikshah sits in the northwest zone close to the High Road
connecting Mesopotamia with the Iranian highlands. Chogha Bahar is located in the
southwest section on the best route toward the Susiana and is surrounded by a dense
concentration of settlements. Mavaye Olya sits on the Qara Su River in the southeast
section of the region that provides a passage toward the highland valleys of Luristan. This
distribution of centers further supports the observation of a nucleation of the population
and possibly a two-tier settlement hierarchy. In contrast with the previous periods, such a
settlement pattern indicates an intensification of the communication network within the
Zagros region and a shift of emphasis from local subsistence to access to non-locally
available resources. A two-tier hierarchy also indicates a change in socioeconomic
organization possibly with the collection of resources in a center that maintains contact
and exchange with other regions and distribution of such resources into the hinterland. It
could also imply a concentration of local resources and a redistribution system, but the
existence of such socioeconomic developments requires further investigation.
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3.1.3 Identifying Early Bronze Age sites in the survey records
Evidence for the first half of the Early Bronze Age (from the end of the fourth
millennium until ca. 2500 BCE) in the Zagros region is extremely sparse. During the
earliest phase of the Early Bronze Age, the Proto-Elamite phenomenon spread across
much of the Iranian Plateau, but apparently not into the Zagros region.883 At the same
time, the Early Transcaucasian or Kura-Araxes culture spread southward from the
Caucasus east of the Chaîne Magistrale and even reached Godin Tepe and the eastern
edge of the Central Zagros. The westernmost valleys of the Pusht-i Kuh (west of the
Kabir Kuh range) were easily accessible from the Trans-Tigridian Corridor and were
absorbed into its cultural practices with the Scarlet Ware tradition. The diffusion of
polychrome painted ceramic traditions and the glazed steatite glyptic style throughout the
Trans-Tigridian Corridor and the Proto-Elamite world suggests the formation of a
communication network that bypassed the Northern and Central Zagros region. Since
work within the Zagros valleys has been minimal and almost no sites dating to the first
half of the Early Bronze Age have been explored, the material culture of this period
remains very poorly understood. As a result, the surveys that have been conducted
throughout the Zagros region have failed to identify sites of this period resulting in the
assumption that the decline in settlements that began during the fourth millennium
continued and resulted in a near abandonment or complete shift to pastoral nomadism (cf.
Chapter V for a detailed discussion and critique of this paradigm). While changing
climatic conditions and changes in subsistence patterns have been invoked to explain an
assumed depopulation of small, high valleys, it would not be a satisfactory explanation
for a hypothetical desertion of the large, fertile plains of the Mahi Dasht region.
Surprisingly, the Mahi Dasht region did not participate in any of these ceramic
traditions during the first half of the third millennium BCE. The Kura Araxes tradition
did not expand westward into the Zagros, while the Mesopotamian Scarlet Ware tradition
remained restricted to the Trans-Tigridian Corridor and the Pusht-i Kuh and did not
follow the easy passage through the Zagros along the Khorasan Road. The Chogha Maran
883

As discussed in Chapter V, the southern part of Luristan along the Khorramabad route connecting the
Susiana with the Iranian Plateau appears to have been separated from the northern intermontane valleys and
was incorporated in the Proto-Elamite network. The Godin III monochrome painted tradition did not seem
to reach this region.

321

excavations and the survey records clearly demonstrate that during the first half of the
third millennium BCE the region developed its own independent, indigenous cultural
tradition. Contact with neighboring regions is only represented by a few vessels and
sherds. However, this indigenous tradition was completely unknown to the survey project
in 1975 and 1978. As a result, the available ceramic ware typology did not allow the
identification of sites of the beginning of the Bronze Age resulting in a hiatus in the
survey records and a preliminary impression of virtually complete abandonment of the
region.
The 1978 excavations at Chogha Maran provided the first stratified dataset of the
first half of the third millennium for the Central Zagros region. The occupation most
likely dates to the second quarter of the third millennium BCE, contemporary with the
beginning of the Godin III:6 settlement when the monochrome painted tradition of the
highland valleys began spreading throughout the region. Nevertheless, based on
comparisons with Kani Shaie and similarities in the ceramic shapes and fabrics with local
Late Chalcolithic red slipped wares we can reasonably propose that the Chogha Maran
assemblage is representative of an indigenous material culture that developed following
the Late Chalcolithic period and possibly lasting into the second half of the third
millennium BCE.
The Chogha Maran assemblage consists predominantly of red and grey slipped
wares. Of the limited range of vessel shapes, only the slosh-proof jars and the small
carinated cups are diagnostic of the period and easily distinguishable. Unfortunately these
two shapes are not very common and should be expected to be rare in surface collections.
Based on the Godin Tepe sequence where red slipped wares formed part of the
Chalcolithic assemblage, sherds of Maran Red Slipped ware and the small carinated cups
were identified as such during the surveys. Fortunately, the carinated cups were assigned
their own ware code: CGB (Chaff tempered, Grey, Burnished). Due to their rarity, they
were found at only seven sites, always in combination with red slipped sherds and almost
always with a few Godin Tepe Painted sherds (GTP).
The red slipped ware so typical of the Chogha Maran assemblage was not
recognized as a separate group from Chalcolithic red slipped wares or any other period.
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However, a close analysis of the survey pottery records of Chogha Maran (Md75-289)
revealed two ware groups that include the Early Bronze Age red slipped ware. First, the
ware group ESF (Early Straw Fine) is described as chaff tempered ceramics with a thin
red slip both inside and outside and often burnished. The distinguishing feature of this
ware group is that the slip is very thin and sometimes flakes off, which fits the
description given by R. Henrickson.884 While we cannot assume in the survey pottery
sheets that all ESF sherds are Early Bronze Age, their presence does provide an
indication that the site could potentially contain occupation of this period. Secondly, the
RCB group (Red, Chaff-tempered, Burnished) was often difficult to distinguish from ESF
and likely also contains Early Bronze Age sherds. Both ESF and RCB were very
common among the surface collection from Chogha Maran.
The presence of GTP (Godin Tepe Painted) sherds at a site indicates a Bronze
Age occupation, but it cannot be used to differentiate between Early or Middle Bronze
Age since the entire range of Godin III monochrome painted styles are subsumed under
this ware group. A more detailed analysis of the actual sherds could result in a better
chronological identification, but the vast majority of the ceramics are stored in the
National Museum in Tehran and therefore not accessible for the present study. The ROM
in Toronto stores 34 large boxes of survey material as a reference collection. Analysis of
this material resulted in further identification of Early Bronze Age Godin III ceramics for
a few sites, demonstrating the potential to identify even more such sites when the Tehran
dataset becomes accessible.
While the individual presence of GTP, ESF, or RCB in the survey pottery records
is insufficient to identify Early Bronze Age sites, the combination of these codes is highly
suggestive of such a chronological designation. The presence of CGB is sufficient to
identify EBA sites, and considering they are always found in combination with ESF
and/or RCB and almost always with GTP sherds, this adds further evidence that the
combination of GTP, ESF, and/or RCB can be used to identify EBA sites. Finally,
observations in the ROM reference collection for many of the EBA sites provide
additional confirmation of an EBA designation. Based on these criteria, analysis of the
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survey pottery records has resulted in the identification of 52 likely EBA sites, 20 of
which are described as medium to large (2-10ha), 8 of which are truly large sites, and 32
as small (less than 1ha) (Fig. VI.20). The large sites contain occupation of earlier and/or
later periods so that the size of occupation during the Early Bronze Age cannot be
ascertained, but it seems likely that at least some of these were smaller in size.
Nevertheless, at Chogha Maran the Early Bronze Age occupation most likely covered the
entire site (ca. 4ha) and this should be considered a local center during this period. In
addition, 7 large sites contain both Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze Age material,
suggesting possible continuity in occupation of these centers.
Following the nucleation of the population into larger settlements in the second
half of the fourth millennium BCE, the first half of the Early Bronze Age witnessed a
shift in settlement pattern toward dispersed, smaller settlements. Considering their small
size and in parallel with other regions, the increase in number of sites could reflect a
shorter duration of occupation in one place, rather than an increase of settlements
throughout the entire period.885 Three types of settlements can be observed. The larger
centers that are located within the plain, settlements distributed in a linear fashion along
waterways, and settlements located close to the mountains surrounding the plains. A
linear string of settlements in the eastern section of the region on the High Road toward
the Kangavar plain and Hamadan suggests that during the EBA there was a river in this
area that is no longer present. Alternatively, this could be the location of an irrigation
canal to water a part of the plains lacking a natural supply of fresh water. The need for
fresh water is also clear from the location of sites along the slopes of the mountains at
small streams originating from springs and supplying rivers such as the Qara Su.
This settlement pattern with the main sites in the flat areas near the main rivers,
nearby small settlements along tributaries and additional sites near fresh water sources in
the surrounding hills is also known from the Sarfirouzabad plain. The recent survey
results in this neighboring plain that was omitted by the Mahi Dasht project have
confirmed the results of the survey of the larger plains near Kermanshah. 886 The
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Sarfirouzabad survey team unfortunately did not have access to the data from Chogha
Maran. As a result, just as the Mahi Dasht team in the 1970s they were unaware of the
indigenous material culture that marked the region during EBA II and therefore could not
detect occupation of this period.
In sum, the distribution of EBA settlements in the Mahi Dasht region suggests a
full exploitation of the local resources by small communities and a concentration of such
resources within larger centers that could have served to maintain social cohesion and
communication with different regions to obtain non-locally available resources.
VI.3.2 The Chalcolithic prelude
Work in the Kangavar and Mahi Dasht plains, with soundings at Godin Tepe, Seh
Gabi, Chogha Maran, and Tepe Siahbid, has defined our understanding of the
developments during the long Chalcolithic period in the Zagros region.887 The central
location of the Mahi Dasht plains is reflected in its material culture throughout the
millennia displaying connections and external influences in all directions. For the Late
Neolithic-Early Chalcolithic, so-called J ware shows very strong affinities with Halaf
ceramics possibly influencing the final phase of that tradition (HUT). During the Middle
Chalcolithic, the assemblage of the Mahi Dasht plains are characterized by Ubaid-related
ceramics, while the Dalma tradition that originated in northwestern Iran spread southward
into this region. Gradually, the material culture of the region absorbed influences from
the Iranian Plateau with distinct black-on-buff painted vessels. Despite these connections,
the material culture of the region maintained a distinctly local appearance. During the late
Middle Chalcolithic, red, white, and black painted ware became dominant, but it is
otherwise rarely attested elsewhere and appears to be typical of the Central Zagros
heartland.888 Apparently, this ceramic tradition ended rather abruptly and was completely
replaced by the plain and monochrome painted wares known from Godin Tepe VII-VI.
At Chogha Maran, no Godin VII-VI material was found, but it was present at 44
sites throughout the Mahi Dasht plains. It is not fully clear whether the sites E.
Henrickson mentions that contained BRB and PRB were included in the sites with Godin
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VI material, but presumably they were. As in the Kangavar plain, there were likely sites
with only local Godin VI material and sites with so-called Mesopotamian material.
Whether there is a chronological, cultural, or functional difference among these survey
sites can only be determined by future excavations targeting this question. Regardless,
clearly the Mahi Dasht plains were connected to the eastern Zagros valleys and shared
their material culture fully. Henrickson includes the Mahi Dasht plains among her
“attenuated Godin VI”, but given the presence of painted material at 17 sites, clearly this
was not the case. Considering her study did not identify the sites with Godin VI material,
it is not possible to determine their location or size, which omits a significant component
of the later LC period from this study.
Combining Henrickson’s analysis and this study’s reanalysis of the 1975 survey
records, the following hypotheses emerge. The first hypothesis assumes at least partial
contemporaneity of the sites with Godin VI material and those that (also) include BRB
and PRB. In that case, the Mahi Dasht plains were very similar to the Kangavar plain.
This means that the region did not witness a drastic decline in occupation, contrary to the
prevailing narrative for this period. 44 settlements of the second half of the fourth
millennium were distributed throughout the plain with 6 centers containing typical
“Uruk” material, three of which were clearly the most important ones considering the
quantity of this material, their physical size, and their location on major access points to
the intermontane valleys.
A second hypothesis assumes a chronological development from 44 sites with
Godin VI material to a drastic decline with only 6 large centers remaining. This model
fits with the prevailing narrative of an abandonment of the Zagros valleys. Nevertheless,
even in this scenario the decline of settlements is not as drastic as usually assumed
considering that the 6 remaining sites were considerably larger than those of previous
periods and attest to a contraction of at least part of the population into larger
conglomerations. Such a model fits well with recent studies of the population trends in
the Zagros region that observe reductions in number of settlements and population
together with a nucleation of the remaining population into larger settlements.889
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Certainly, additional fieldwork including excavation and detailed chronological
studies are necessary to rule out either scenario. It is problematic that both scenarios have
close parallels, the first in the Kangavar Plain and the second in the intermontane Zagros
valleys. This raises doubts about the validity of the observations in both regions.
Possibly, the surveyed sites in the Kangavar Plain were not all synchronous with Godin
Tepe, which would imply a reduction in amounts of sites and nucleation of the
population, or the drastic reduction in sites and population in the Zagros intermontane
valleys is exaggerated. Considering the lack of detailed publication for Godin VI
Kangavar and the general trend of reduction in sites and nucleation observed in the
Trans-Tigridian region and southwest Iran, I suggest, until further data becomes
available, that nucleation of a reduced population was widespread in the Zagros including
in the Mahi Dasht and the Kangavar plains.
VI.3.3 EBA I-II (c. 3200-2500 BCE)
The transitional EBA I period is at present unknown and cannot be traced based
on the survey records. Not only is the material culture from this period in the Mahi Dasht
plains still completely unknown, it would be impossible to detect in the survey records at
this time.
The present study now allows the identification of EBA II settlements and this has
resulted in a radical change of the traditional narrative. Scholars have argued many times
that the western zone of the central Zagros region, including the Mahi Dasht plains, were
almost completely deserted except for a small population of pastoral nomads. The
reanalysis of the Mahi Dasht survey records based on the Chogha Maran excavation
results now results in a very different model. At least 52 possible EBA I-II sites can be
identified, with no less than 20 larger sites (2-10ha). This number of sites is almost
identical to LC 4-5, but the possibility of short-term occupation and frequent movement
of settlements lead to some degree of reservation. Nevertheless, clearly the region was
not abandoned and a significant population remained. Furthermore, despite the radical
change in material culture from LC 4-5, the indigenous society continued to develop
some degree of social (and political?) complexity with at least a two-tier settlement
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hierarchy. At least seven of the larger sites contain both LC 4-5 and EBA II material,
suggesting at least some degree of continuity. If we follow the second model for LC 4-5
with a reduction in sites to only a small number of larger settlements, then EBA II
witnesses a renewed growth of smaller settlements dispersed throughout the landscape.
This suggests that during EBA II, the indigenous society of the Mahi Dasht plains
exploited the agricultural potential of the region and maintained a close network of
internal and possibly external exchange along the communication routes within the
Zagros Mountains. The larger centers were located along the main rivers cutting through
the plains and the major routes to neighboring valleys. The smaller settlements were
mainly dispersed in the plains around these centers, but a small number were located on
the hill slopes near fresh water sources. These upland sites could indicate the exploitation
of pastures away from agricultural land and of resources that were not available in the
plains, but even the higher areas of the surrounding hills were fertile and could be farmed
on a smaller scale.
VI.3.4 EBA III-IV (c. 2500-2000 BCE)
Parallel to the Kangavar plain and the entire central Zagros region, the settlement
density in the Mahi Dasht plains continued to grow during the second half of the third
millennium and into the second millennium BCE. Tracking the growth of individual
settlements is difficult considering the lack of detailed size descriptions or estimates of
occupation of the sites during several periods. Nevertheless, the plains were densely
inhabited with at least 53 sites that have an abundance of Godin III monochrome painted
sherds. This is a minimum total since it is not possible at present to determine which of
the EBA II sites with Godin III material were also inhabited during EBA III-IV.
Assuming that a reasonable amount of the 52 EBA II sites continued to be inhabited, the
data could reflect an increase of settlement numbers (Fig. VI.21). However, there is a
discernable change in settlement pattern from a dominance of larger conglomerations in
LC 4-5 and EBA II to a few centers (only 8 very large sites) with probably a two-tier
hierarchy of settlements dotting the surrounding landscape. Unfortunately, it is not
possible at this time to detect a higher resolution of settlement development during the
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second half of the third millennium and the first half of the second millennium BCE.
Surface material does not allow a detailed assessment of sub-periods and most of the
material has not been recorded in drawings or photographs.
One medium site, Tepe Gakieh (Md75-95), was sounded by the Mahi Dasht team
in 1978. This short and small excavation encountered a domestic occupation belonging to
the Godin III:5-4 period, equivalent to EBA IV and the beginning of the second
millennium BCE. Importantly, the material culture of Tepe Gakieh and that retrieved
through survey is strictly local and does not contain any Mesopotamian or Old Elamite
material. This observation needs to be confirmed by future fieldwork, but it is clear that
the Zagros intermontane valleys maintained a cultural independence from the
neighboring lowland societies, as well as from those on the Iranian Plateau. This is
particularly striking considering the well-documented increase in interregional exchange
and military campaigns between Mesopotamia and the Iranian Plateau during EBA IV.
Even at the end of EBA III, monochrome painted vessels of the Godin III:5 tradition
made their way to Susa and south Mesopotamian sites (i.e. Lagaš, Girsu, Ur, and Umma)
indicating that there were trade connections with the Zagros societies. This flow of
material appears to have come to an end by the Akkadian period. At least the ceramic
record does not show contacts with Mesopotamia among the Zagros communities, but
several graves from this period contain cylinder seals and weapons of a similar style as
those found in Mesopotamia. In other words, Zagros and Mesopotamian societies
certainly were in contact considering their geographical proximity and perhaps symbiotic
economic relationship, but they maintained complete and deliberate cultural distance
between them.
VI.4 Conclusion and Prospects for Future Work
At the end of the 1978 fieldwork season of the Mahi Dasht Survey Project, the
team was forced to leave Iran in a hurry due to increasingly unstable political conditions
culminating in the Iranian Revolution. As a result, much of the records and material was
deposited in an unorganized fashion at the National Museum in Tehran and possibly
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some of it remained stored in Kermanshah.890 Graduate students who were assigned
different sets of material from excavations at Godin Tepe and Seh Gabi finalized their
analysis and published detailed ceramic typologies and hypotheses of socioeconomic
developments.891 They included material from the Mahi Dasht surveys and soundings
sporadically, but as the original team members of the project moved on to different
activities and positions the project was largely abandoned and remained untouched at the
ROM in Toronto. Levine and Young produced an extensive overview of the ceramic
development in the Central Zagros, but did not revisit the survey records to apply this
typology to the surveyed sites. 892 Based on her own notes and these records, E.
Henrickson produced a preliminary analysis of the Late Chalcolithic period in the Mahi
Dasht region.893 She observed that the painted ware so typical of the eastern edge of the
Zagros and the Iranian Plateau did not extend westward into the high Zagros valleys.
However, the plain wares were distributed further, which she defined as “attenuated
Godin VI” as a poorer, derivative assemblage of the richer traditions of the Iranian
highlands. She found further support for such an interpretation from the observation that
the number of settlements in the Mahi Dasht and Hulailan regions dropped significantly
in stark contrast with the continued growth of settlements further east. Nevertheless,
Henrickson also observed that in the Mahi Dasht plains 17 sites contained both plain and
painted Godin VI ceramics and an additional 27 sites had only the plain buff ware,
resulting in 44 Late Chalcolithic sites. While this shows that the Mahi Dasht region was
certainly not suffering a drastic reduction in population, the long lifespan of LC plain
buff ware makes it impossible at this time to assign the 44 sites to the earlier or later part
of the LC 3-5 period. Furthermore, at present, without revisiting the full ceramic record
of the surveys, these sites cannot be located based on the survey records. The presence of
“Uruk” material, especially the pinched rim bowls, allows the identification of only 6
sites of the later part of the Late Chalcolithic. Some of these sites could contain
“enclaves” with southern Mesopotamian material comparable to Godin Tepe, especially
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those sites with large quantities of pinched rim bowls and beveled rim bowls (such as
Chogha Bahar [Md75-23], Mavaye Olya [Md75-101], and Malikshah [Md75-500]).
Interestingly, the three major sites with large quantities of “Uruk” material are located in
three separate corridors of the Mahi Dasht region and remain occupied into the Early
Bronze Age.
This leaves the question whether there is a chronological or a functional
difference between those sites with only Godin VII-VI material and those with “Uruk”
material. Certainly in the Kangavar plain, scholars prefer a functional difference so it is
unclear why this settlement pattern is not applied to the rest of the western central Zagros.
Based on the reanalysis of the Mahi Dasht survey records and a reevaluation of the
survey results in other intermontane valleys of the Zagros, I propose here that the
reduction in settlements was far less extreme than traditionally assumed. In the Mahi
Dasht plains it seems now very likely that there was a development toward a few larger
centers where “Uruk” material was adopted (either by indigenous groups or by
Mesopotamian immigrants/visitors) with several smaller settlements that only have the
indigenous Godin VII-VI material culture. Further research will need to determine
whether this contraction of the population accounts for stability in population numbers or
if part of the population emigrated from the region. The change in settlement patterns
does indicate significant changes in the socioeconomic and political organization of the
indigenous society. Only excavation will allow a more detailed reconstruction of this
development, but we can now certainly expect a growth in social complexity and
organization parallel to the models proposed for neighboring lowland regions (especially
in smaller areas such as the Deh Luran valley).
Contrary to the widely accepted model of a shift to pastoral nomadism during the
LC and especially the Early Bronze Age, the reanalysis of the Mahi Dasht records
presented here requires this model to be abandoned. There was significant growth in
settlements during the first half of the third millennium, although the increase in
settlement numbers should be nuanced if we assume only short-lived, but repeated
occupation especially at the smaller sites, as has also been observed in northern
Mesopotamia and the Trans-Tigridian region. Interestingly we can observe a continued
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development in a two-tier settlement hierarchy with somewhat larger local centers
occupying different agricultural zones and major routes and many smaller sites in the
surrounding landscape. Their distribution in the river plains and the upland hills suggests
intensive exploitation of the region’s agricultural potential and an expansion toward the
upland resources, possibly including pastoralism. However, these survey results
contradict an assumption of full pastoral nomadism during this or the following period.
As Potts has recently argued, the evidence at most allows for a model of increased
pastoral activities tied to a well-established settled social structure.894 This still allows for
models of intensification in sheep-herding, but it significantly challenges assumptions of
the peripheral nature of the region and a lack of indigenous forms of social organization
and complexity. That this model was based on assumptions and perhaps blind accepting
of ancient Mesopotamian sources and much later ethnographic studies is further
demonstrated by the fact that an abandonment of the region was supposed to signify
nomadism, while a reemergence of settlements in EBA III-IV likewise was accepted as a
tribal, nomadic organization with fortified settlements for tribal chiefs. There is at present
no evidence whatsoever to suggest that EBA sites were fortified or served as seats for
chiefs. Instead, the more like explanation would be that these were settled villages
exploiting the agricultural and pasture potential of the Zagros valleys.
Regardless, the dense settlement pattern of EBA II continued to grow and develop
possibly in a three-tier hierarchy with a smaller amount of larger centers along the major
rivers, secondary medium sites in the surrounding arable plains, and many small sites
distributed throughout the plains and the uplands. The size range of each tier is difficult
to determine considering that the survey records do not allow a detailed assessment of
site sizes. Nevertheless, considering the existence of large settlements up to 20ha in
several intermontane valleys (including Kangavar and Khorramabad), a similar situation
can be assumed to have existed in the much larger Mahi Dasht plains. The larger sites
seem to range between 4-20ha (without any certainty about the size of the settlement
during EBA III-IV), while the medium sites range between 1.5-4ha and the small sites
usually less than 1ha.
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In sum, this study of the Mahi Dasht survey records has resulted in a new
paradigm of consistent growth in population size, social complexity, and indigenous
cultural traditions. This demonstrates that the Zagros peoples mentioned in
Mesopotamian sources of the late third millennium BCE (i.e. Guti, Lullubi) had a long
indigenous history. Their adoption of a cultural tradition and socioeconomic structure
adapted to the mountainous landscape allowed them to occupy an important position in
the southwest Asia Interaction Sphere. They provided the neighboring lowland and
highland plateau societies with resources available only in the high mountains of the
Zagros. At the same time they developed political relations with these neighbors. The fact
that the cultural traditions of the Zagros populations remained completely distinct from
their neighbors signifies that these relations might not have been very amicable or
cooperative. Mesopotamian military incursions and imperialism succeeded in occupying
directly the Trans-Tigridian region and parts of southwestern Iran while this close
interaction based on trade and military conflict resulted in related cultural traditions. This
was not the case in the central Zagros region. There societies managed to maintain their
independence, probably due to the ruggedness of the landscape making it very defensible
and difficult to navigate for those not familiar with it.

333

25 km
0

Fig. VI.1 – Map of Mahi Dasht region
334

Fig. VI.2 – Area covered by the Mahi Dasht Survey Project
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Fig. VI.3 – Site Map of Chogha Maran
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Fig. VI.4 – Chogha Maran stratigraphic sections of operations 100 (with indication of
phasing) and 300
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Fig. VI.5 – Top view plan of Chogha Maran Operation 100 with location of burials and
burial goods of Iron Age burial 4
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Fig. VI.6 – Tabulation of sherds by type and level from Chogha Maran
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Fig. VI.7 – Top view plan of phase IIIa2 with indication of the location of Iron Age
burial 4
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Fig. VI.8 – Scarlet Ware jar from Chogha Maran
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Fig. VI.9 – Chogha Maran plain bowls
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Fig. VI.10 – Chogha Maran inward-curving bowls

Fig. VI.11 – Chogha Maran pedestal bowl bases
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Fig. VI.12 – Chogha Maran small carinated cups
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Fig. VI.13 – Chogha Maran everted rim jars
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Fig. VI.14 – Chogha Maran hole-mouth jars
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Fig. VI.15 – Chogha Maran slosh-proof jars

Fig. VI.16 – Chogha Maran Godin III monochrome painted sherds
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Fig. VI.17 – Chogha Maran seal impressions (after Pittman 2014)
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Fig. VI.18 – Mahidasht Survey Project: all sites recorded during Md75

349

25 km
0

Fig. VI.19 – Mahidasht Survey Project: sites with typical Uruk material
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Fig. VI.20 – Mahidasht Survey Project: EBA I-II sites (large and small)
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Fig. VI.21 – Mahidasht Survey Project: all EBA and MBA sites (large and small)
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VII. The Zagros Interaction Sphere
As discussed throughout this dissertation, by ignoring methodological problems
and gaps in knowledge of material culture in the Zagros region, academic consensus has
held that after consistent population growth in agricultural villages during the long
Chalcolithic period there was a sudden decline due to depopulation and a shift to
ephemeral pastoral nomadism. This decline supposedly began in the course of the fourth
millennium during the Late Chalcolithic period when Mesopotamian urban centers grew
exponentially and traders from Mesopotamia established outposts along “scarcely
inhabited” routes through the Zagros to obtain valued resources from the Iranian
highlands. According to traditional consensus, at the onset of the Early Bronze Age, the
Zagros region became virtually completely uninhabited except by nomadic pastoralists
that are largely invisible in the archaeological record except for a few camp- and cavesites.
Such a model of an empty Zagros region fits well with assumptions of
Mesopotamian supremacy and the emergence of urban civilization in large agriculturally
rich plains both in Mesopotamia and on the Iranian Plateau.895 In this paradigm, the first
documented engagements of Mesopotamian rulers with the eastern highlands and Elam
beginning in the middle of the third millennium BCE are necessarily interpreted as
interactions with Susa, the only urban center in this region. However, increasingly
Mesopotamian documents mention peoples and polities in the mountains of the Zagros
culminating in large military campaigns and diplomatic negotiations with powerful rivals
such as the Lullubi, the Guti, Awan, and Šimaški.896 The origins of these peoples and
polities remain shrouded in historical obscurity. Models to explain their existence have
focused on the concept of nomadic tribal confederations based on more recent historical
and ethnographic parallels.897
New evidence from the Mahi Dasht survey (Chapter VI) and excavations at Kani
Shaie (Chapter V) challenges models of depopulation, full-scale adoption of pastoral
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nomadism, and stagnation in the Zagros region in the first half of the Early Bronze Age.
In this chapter, the observations made in chapters III through VI are compiled to evaluate
changes in the distribution of material culture across the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros
region (Fig. VII.1). These changes reveal patterns of movement of people and goods as
well as interaction between societies. The Early Bronze Age was a period of massive
change that laid the foundation for the age of exchange between Bronze Age
civilizations.
VII.1 The Late Chalcolithic
During the Neolithic and Chalcolithic periods, ceramic traditions spread over vast
regions albeit with local variations. Painted ceramics largely ceased to be produced
during the course of the Late Chalcolithic and instead were replaced by increasingly
mass-produced, undecorated assemblages. Typologies for Late Chalcolithic ceramics are
focused on technological aspects, manufacturing methods, and microdevelopments of
vessel shapes.898 Unfortunately, as of yet there is no comprehensive typological synthesis
for Late Chalcolithic ceramics rendering an understanding of ceramic development and
regional variation the domain of a handful of specialists that have a close familiarity with
often-unpublished ceramic corpuses. Nevertheless, we can broadly identify four major
ceramic traditions at the onset of the fourth millennium BCE:
1/ In the alluvial plains of south and central Mesopotamia, including the Susiana, the
Uruk ceramic tradition consisted mainly of mineral tempered wares.899
2/ The Chaff-Faced Ware (CFW) tradition was very widespread and has been well
attested across northern Mesopotamia, eastern Anatolia, and the southern Caucasus.900
Recent work in Iraqi Kurdistan has confirmed its distribution east of the Tigris River and
at least reaching the Sulaimaniyah region.901 Among the Mahi Dasht survey material, a
couple of sherds find parallels within the CFW, but future work in the central Zagros
region will need to determine whether CFW was widely in use there.
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3/ Further north, the Early Transcaucasian Culture (ETC) developed in the Caucasus
region and early on began to spread into northeast Anatolia and toward Lake Urmia in
northwest Iran.
4/ On the central Iranian Plateau, and including at least the eastern part of the central
Zagros region, a black-on-buff painted ceramic style (BOB) describes a varied tradition
with technological and stylistic similarities. For the Zagros region, this tradition is known
from Godin Tepe, but future work in the intermontane valleys will need to determine its
distribution. As discussed extensively in chapters IV (cf. IV.1.4) and VI, unpainted buff
wares related to the Godin assemblage currently define our understanding of the central
Zagros region during the Late Chalcolithic. However, considering our poor grasp of both
relative and absolute chronology of the fourth millennium in the central Zagros and the
presence of a different tradition consisting of red, white, and black painted ceramics
(RWB) at Chogha Maran during to the first half of the fourth millennium BCE, it is
currently impossible to provide an accurate, detailed framework of this period in the
central Zagros.
The chronological framework for this period is still part of ongoing debate. For
Mesopotamia, the framework laid out in Rothman 2001 that divides the Late Chalcolithic
into five phases (LC 1-5) has become widely accepted, even when its applicability
beyond northern Mesopotamia remains vague. Regardless, the four major zones
presented here are generally well defined for LC 1-3. At the latest during LC 3, the
borders between these zones increasingly began to shift and became vague.902 Beginning
in LC 3 and especially during LC 4, Uruk material spread far beyond its original
distribution zone into its northern and eastern neighbors. It is this distribution that has
sparked a decades long debate and has led Algaze to formulate his influential model of
trade colonies established by south Mesopotamian city-states.903 Algaze observed that the
distribution of Uruk material culture followed natural overland routes leading to regions
with natural resources, such as metals and stones, which were largely absent from the
south Mesopotamian landscape. Based on this logic, he also predicted the existence of
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colonies and enclaves, similar to those known along the Euphrates, in the Zagros region.
The discovery of LC 4 Uruk ceramics and a numerical tablet at Kani Shaie seems to
validate Algaze’s model even when the exact nature of interaction and the relationship
between local communities and south Mesopotamian visitors requires further
investigation.904
If we accept that the spread of Uruk material culture reflects an intensification of
interaction between south Mesopotamia and its neighbors in order to obtain and secure
access to resources that were not locally available, then we can reconstruct the
mechanisms of such interaction at a general level (Fig. VII.2a). Before the Late
Chalcolithic period, communities in the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros region operated on a
local level, inhabiting mostly modest settlements and exploiting local resources. By the
fourth millennium BCE, larger settlements, such as those at Nineveh, Surezha, Tell
Helawa, Logardan, and Girdi Qala, had emerged as local centers (cf. Chapter IV). This
pattern could reflect the outcome of a process of increasing inter-community cooperation
to pool resources and increase production. For example, by the second half of the fourth
millennium BCE, the small settlement of Farukhabad in the Deh Luran had become
specialized in the production of chert and bitumen, almost certainly in the context of a
socioeconomic system that spanned the entire Deh Luran valley with a larger center
overseeing production and distribution (cf. IV.1.3). South Mesopotamian polities could
have wanted to increase their access to resources from the highlands in the north and east
by sending out traders to procure goods and guarantee a continuous flow. Long distance
interaction took the form of a network that connected east Anatolia, north Mesopotamia,
south Mesopotamia, the Susiana, the Trans-Tigridian corridor, and the Zagros region.
This network model requires strings of trading posts along overland routes and
continuous negotiation between travelers and local communities to ensure mutually
beneficial conditions. Within this network model, Kani Shaie would have been a small
stop located on the route between the northern Trans-Tigridian region and the central
Zagros. In this context, the numerical tablet could represent the shipment of a group of
horned animals from the mountains or derived animal products. An overseer at a center in
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the mountains would have gathered these animals and sent them westward along with a
tablet indicating the number of animals and sealed for verification. At Kani Shaie,
shipments from the mountains were gathered and possibly reorganized before being sent
further downstream to Mesopotamia. In other words, Kani Shaie would have been an
entrepot located between the Trans-Tigridian hills and the Zagros intermontane
valleys.905
The reason for the collapse of this LC network around 3200 BCE remains unclear.
Local centers such as Kani Shaie were abandoned or destroyed and in the next occupation
phase, populations began to develop local traditions that were very different than before.
In the highlands of eastern Anatolia and northwest Iran, the ETC continued its spread,
replacing earlier CFW traditions. In the Iranian highlands, the Proto-Elamite network was
a continuation of the Uruk network, but focused specifically on connecting the highland
regions, with Susa as its most western center. Susa was connected to the Iranian
highlands first via the southern Zagros to the Kur River Basin and via the Khorramabad
route to the central Iranian Plateau. It is probably this route between Susa and the QazvinTehran plains that led to the creation of an outpost at Godin Tepe.
VII.2 EBA I
The Proto-Elamite network did not penetrate the central and northern Zagros
region, while the ETC spread southward along the eastern flank of the Zagros eventually
reaching Godin Tepe (Fig. VII.2b). Very little is known about the relationship between
the ETC and the Proto-Elamite network. Despite that they were immediate neighbors and
covered overlapping territory, at present we have almost no evidence for mutual
influence or interaction.906 Both the Proto-Elamite network and the Early Transcaucasian
Culture thrived independently from each other during EBA I. Godin Tepe takes a peculiar
place in this discussion. The oval enclosure, which is conventionally considered to be a
Late Uruk outpost, functioned during the transitional phase between LC and EBA I.907
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While Uruk material already began to appear in the assemblages of Godin VI:2, predating
the construction of the oval, it is only during Godin VI:1, when the oval was in use
possibly for a couple of centuries, that Uruk type ceramics became a large part of the
assemblage. 908 Carbon dates and parallels for the material culture put Godin VI:1
contemporary with Susa Acr.I:17-17x and the Middle Banesh period in the southern
Zagros (c. 3250-2950 BCE).909 The hypothesis that the appearance of Uruk style
ceramics at Godin Tepe reflects a connection with Susa rather than south Mesopotamia,
originally formulated by Weiss and Young and further elaborated by Pittman, is even
more likely considering that the Uruk network was already dissipating by this period.910
Godin Tepe most likely functioned as a node in the newly emerging network across the
Iranian Plateau that would become the Proto-Elamite network and was reached from
southwest Iran via the Khorramabad route where Proto-Elamite material was discovered
at Kunji Cave. But around 3000 BCE, the ETC spread southward along the eastern flanks
of the Zagros Mountains into the Kangavar and Nehavand valleys while the ProtoElamite network instead focused on the Plateau itself.
While the Late Chalcolithic network developed into the Proto-Elamite network on
the Iranian Plateau, it disintegrated in the Mesopotamian world. The causes and
chronology of this collapse remain major unknowns in Near Eastern archaeology in large
part due to a major shortage of datasets for EBA I.911 Recently, L. Ristvet suggested that
part of the collapse of this network and its urban centers could be the result of a
deliberate rejection of an oppressive, violent state structure and the adoption of “highland
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values” such as egalitarianism and communitarianism.912 Such an approach fits well with
Scott’s model of highland cultures resisting the pressures of lowland states discussed in
chapter II (cf. II.2.4.2). A reorientation of north Mesopotamian and Trans-Tigridian
communities toward the highlands rather than the city-states of south Mesopotamia is
also reflected in the material culture. The ETC tradition spread rapidly throughout eastern
Anatolia and southward into the Levant, most likely through a combination of population
movement and local adoption of new cultural values and technological practices.913 At
the same time, the arc spanning northern Mesopotamia and the Trans-Tigridian region
adopted the geometric glyptic tradition of the Piedmont or Glazed Steatite Style, which
Ristvet interprets as “participation in a trade network centered on western Iran”.914 On the
other hand, the new local cultural zones of north Mesopotamia, such as Nineveh V, show
very little evidence in their material culture for interaction with the ETC. The Piedmont
glyptic style is the only class of material culture that was widely shared across culture
zones, but administrative practices using such seals were strictly focused on the local
economy.915 Both at Kani Shaie and Chogha Maran in the western Zagros, seal
impressions of this style were only a subset of a varied glyptic assemblage and these did
not contain many motifs that are considered typical of the style in northern Mesopotamia.
To make matters even more complicated, the Piedmont or Glazed Steatite Style was also
in use at the urban sites in central Mesopotamia and throughout the Proto-Elamite
network. Given this distribution across different zones and the exclusive use of such seals
in a local economy, this class of material culture does not reflect a trade network, but
rather a shared visual style that was adopted in various local contexts. This style need not
have spread through direct long-distance interaction, but could have been shared through
a chain of local interactions in a down-the-line mechanism.
If the Uruk network of the Late Chalcolithic period was the main mechanism for
the distribution of non-locally available goods in the Zagros region (i.e. metals; semiprecious stones; animals and animal products; food items; in addition to exchange of
information, technologies, and potentially people), then its collapse must have resulted in
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a drastic reduction in access to non-locally available resources. In addition, Late
Chalcolithic social organization had increasingly integrated communities around local
centers, some even reaching urban proportions, to facilitate access to non-local resources
and to pool local resources. For communities who had become dependent on this
socioeconomic structure for utilitarian goods (e.g. obsidian; flint; wood; metal) and had
developed a desire for “exotic” materials (e.g. semi-precious stones; metals; plants) after
centuries of sustained trade, the sudden scarcity of goods among Zagros communities
was a serious problem that necessitated a response. The studies of Quenet and Wilkinson
have demonstrated that the distribution of materials continued, albeit in reduced numbers,
during the first half of the Early Bronze Age.916 Therefore, the solution devised by EBA I
communities was not to abandon technological advances and luxury items. Instead,
communities developed new strategies to obtain dispersed resources and to cooperate to
withstand shortages.
In northern Mesopotamia, a reduction in settlements and the drastic shrinking of
urban centers into towns that still functioned as local centers in part reflects a severe
drought at the end of the Late Chalcolithic.917 In the Tigris region and the plains of the
northern Trans-Tigridian region, this pattern might not have been as drastic. In the Eski
Mosul region, the EBA I was a period of rapid growth in settlement numbers and the
establishment of a new local center at Tell Jigan, while survey and excavations found
only very little evidence for Late Chalcolithic occupation.918 Similarly, at the southern
end of the Trans-Tigridian region, in the Deh Luran, there was a sudden renewal in
occupation following a long decline of settlements during the Late Chalcolithic (cf.
IV.2.2). If this growth in settlement numbers is accurate and not inflated by the
difficulties in distinguishing sites of this period from EBA II settlement, then the
narrative of collapse for northern Mesopotamia cannot be projected across the TransTigridian region. There, the population grew (perhaps with an influx of people leaving
the difficulties of northern Mesopotamia) and inhabited many small villages dispersed
over the landscape with relatively small local centers. In this we can see a continuity of
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the Late Chalcolithic organization, albeit on a strongly reduced scale. Such continuity is
also visible in the material culture with ceramics developing from local Late Chalcolithic
assemblages supplemented by the appearance of new painted traditions that hark back to
earlier Chalcolithic traditions with motifs reminiscent of Ubaid pottery.
The ceramic production in the south Trans-Tigridian region seems to have
paralleled that of south Mesopotamia, at least at first, with the production of Jemdet Nasr
painted vessels in the Deh Luran and at Tell Gubbah in the Hamrin by the end of EBA I.
Similar polychrome vessels also appear in the earliest tombs in the Pusht-i Kuh region.
For the Zagros region itself, we have almost no evidence. Only at Kani Shaie have EBA I
levels possibly been exposed in a small sounding and these show a continuous
development of Late Chalcolithic ceramics supplemented with the appearance of painted
cups that are similar to the Hasan Ali ware of northwestern Iran. In northwestern Iran,
this tradition is very poorly documented, but soundings from Hasanlu document a
continuous development from the Late Chalcolithic to the Early Bronze Age.919
In sum, the crucial transitional phase of EBA I remains difficult to characterize.
Nevertheless, the little available evidence from the Tigris region, the Trans-Tigridian
Corridor, the central Zagros, and northwestern Iran does not parallel the evidence for
large-scale collapse in northern Mesopotamia. Instead, we see reorganization with small,
dispersed agricultural villages around local centers and a diversification of the
widespread Late Chalcolithic material culture into different cultural zones. The Tigridian
region north of the Lower Zab, where the landscape consists of large plains and rolling
hills, formed the Nineveh V zone. The southern Trans-Tigridian Corridor underwent a
parallel development as south Mesopotamia with the production of polychrome Jemdet
Nasr ceramics. In the mountains of the northern Zagros, from Kani Shaie to Lake Urmia,
the ceramic development included the production of small painted cups. Within the
central Zagros region, the ceramic development is virtually undocumented, but the early
graveyard at Mir Khair contained early monochrome painted vessels that could be the
earliest stages of what would become the Godin III tradition.
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By the end of EBA I, these developments became crystallized into the distinct
traditions of Nineveh V, Scarlet Ware (developed from polychrome Jemdet Nasr), Hasan
Ali, and Godin III. The fact that these traditions were spread across large zones and
appear relatively internally homogeneous suggests separated zones in which communities
maintained close interaction and adopted practices that were deliberately distinct from
practices adopted by communities in neighboring zones. I argue that the correlation
between these cultural zones and types of landscape is not a coincidence. The emergence
of painted ceramic traditions and the cultural practices in which they functioned (e.g.
commensality and feasting) could have been connected to emerging identities in the
context. In this sense, the landscape could have been an important factor, for example in
differentiating highland and lowland identities. Communities inhabiting the agriculturally
fertile plains of the northern Trans-Tigridian region shared similar economic practices
that differed from communities inhabiting the more rugged landscape of the southern
Trans-Tigridian Corridor or communities in the intermontane valleys of the Zagros
Mountains. Furthermore, major rivers (e.g. Lower Zab; Diyala, Tigris) and mountain
ranges (e.g. the Kabir Kuh; Chaîne Magistrale) could have formed cultural barriers
because they impeded mobility and they were visible boundaries between different
landscapes. However, much more research and data is necessary before drawing the
conclusion that the newly formed painted ceramic traditions reflect any kind of ethnic
identity. Almost certainly, the distribution of painted ceramics did not reflect neatly any
form of group identity. Instead, as discussed already in Chapter I, these archaeologically
defined material culture zones reflect increased interaction within certain geographic
zones. How this interaction and sharing of material cultural traditions related to the
development of group identities requires much additional research, but it is not
unreasonable to speculate that relatively homogeneous and distinct decorated ceramics,
which were mainly used in commensal practices (especially drinking), reflect a shared
identity. This form of identity could have merely entailed inhabiting the same
geographical region and periodic gathering.
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VII.3 EBA II
The formation of the EBA I-II cultural zones reflects separated societies with only
internal interaction. However, communities still needed to obtain resources that were not
available locally and resources continued to be distributed across these zones. Within
each cultural zone, institutionalized interaction could have occurred in the form of
mobility, trade, and periodic gatherings to facilitate exchange of goods, marriage
partners, and information. Considering that EBA I-II settlements tended to be very small
and even the local centers remained modestly sized, communities must have maintained
social and kinship ties among them.
On the other hand, interaction between culture zones is less evident (Fig. VII.3a).
The site of Kani Shaie now provides crucial information about such interaction
considering that Nineveh V, Scarlet Ware, and Hasan Ali Ware occurred together within
the settlement in addition to a distinctly local type of bowls with painted spirals. The
geographical location at the border between these zones is not sufficient to explain this
co-occurrence because throughout several centuries of occupation, these traditions
remained completely distinct within a very small settlement. Future ceramic analyses will
provide information on whether these vessels were all produced locally or not, but
preliminary observations of the wares suggest different production techniques and
possibly clays. Specimens of each type fit fully within the typical assemblages of the
cultural zones. A similar situation has been observed at the site of Tell al-Namil near the
confluence of the Lower Zab and the Tigris River where typical Nineveh V chalices were
found together with Scarlet War jars as well as a local painted jar type consisting of a
pattern of straight and wavy lines.
In addition to the different ceramic traditions, Kani Shaie also housed a large
communal storage unit and several seal-impressed jars were found. Storage and cooking
jars are common among the assemblage, including so-called slosh-proof jars, known
from Chogha Maran and Godin Tepe, which would have stored liquids. I suggest that
Kani Shaie was a place where people from the different cultural zones would gather with
the purpose of exchange in resources that were not available in each respective zone, as
well as information and potentially marriage partners. At the end of EBA I, the
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community at Kani Shaie maintained close ties with communities in the northern Zagros
as reflected by the dominance of Hasan Ali related vessels. Soon however, the
community began to produce local bowls with painted spirals at the same time when
Nineveh V ceramics began to appear at the site along with a smaller amount of Scarlet
Ware material and a continued presence of Hasan Ali wares. Perhaps interaction and
exchange among representatives from the different zones occurred during periodic feasts
at which participants would signal their identity through the vessels they used for
consumption.
A similar situation could have existed along the Jebel Hamrin, which is located at
the border between the central Mesopotamian plain and the rugged hills of the southern
Trans-Tigridian Corridor. Beginning at the end of EBA I at the site of Tell Gubbah and
continuing throughout EBA II in the Hamrin Basin, the Adhaim Basin, and at the
confluence of the Lower Zab and the Tigris River, communities constructed large circular
complexes that served predominantly for storage. Several of these architectural
complexes were freestanding without any accompanying settlement, while those with a
small attached village were certainly too large for the villagers’ needs. These facilities
could have served to store food and goods intended for consumption and exchange during
periodic gatherings for people from the Scarlet Ware zone of the southern TransTigridian region and people from the central Mesopotamian cities.
In contrast to the Late Chalcolithic period, when a network facilitated the
circulation of resources, during EBA I-II, societies consisting of small communities that
exploited relatively homogeneous environmental zones obtained non-local resources
through periodic interaction at the borders with neighboring societies. Within this
interaction sphere, societies maintained their distinct identity and had little interest in
adopting cultural practices of their neighbors. Strong differences in material culture do
not need to indicate a lack of interaction, since interaction between distinct societies
could result in an active delineation of cultural boundaries.920 In an ideological system
that emphasizes the community, cooperation, and egalitarianism, there was no space for
the practice of signaling wealth and prestige through access to exotic goods. Whether
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these societies were truly egalitarian or if ambitious individuals signaled their status in
different ways would need to be examined in future research. Burial practices of the
period can provide additional insights. Evidence from the entire arc from northern
Mesopotamia to the Deh Luran Valley reveals a pattern of cemeteries located away from
settlements and a lack of burials within settlements.921 While there is some evidence for
social differentiation within these cemeteries, this practice of communal cemeteries
detached from settlements fits well with an assumed ideology focused on community and
egalitarianism.922
By the second quarter of the third millennium BCE, EBA IIB, in northern
Mesopotamia local centers grew again to urban proportions and societies became
increasingly hierarchical during a time of city-state formation.923 Such a process is at
present not known east of the Tigris River, although admittedly new fieldwork could
rapidly change this. At the site of Kani Shaie, occupation levels of this time were
severely disturbed by Middle Islamic pits and Late Ottoman burials, but there is evidence
for significant changes. The youngest preserved architectural remains consist of large
pisé walls, which is a change from earlier small-scale mudbrick architecture. Most
informative, however, is the discovery of a seal impression on a jar sealing (Fig. V.64).
Earlier practices included sealings applied immediately on vessels or sealing doors, bags,
or even walls (Fig. V.62-63). The style of this later jar sealing is different from earlier
seals and is identical to glyptic styles in use at Susa and Mesopotamia during the middle
of the third millennium BCE, which could suggest that this was an import.924 The sealing
itself was made by a cylinder seal of a distinctly Mesopotamian type with parallels at
Susa and it can be stylistically dated to the end of Early Dynastic I (or II). While
admittedly limited, this could be evidence for renewed interaction with the
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Mesopotamian world and perhaps even that Mesopotamian traders again ventured into
the neighboring mountainous lands to obtain goods. Such a scenario is also evident from
the earliest historical sources that mention contact with Subartu and Elam or even
military campaigns of south Mesopotamian kings into lands east of the Tigris.
Furthermore, the rising city-states of north Mesopotamia during this time could have
resulted in higher demands for exotic goods by emerging elites.
VII.4 EBA III
During the middle of the third millennium BCE, at the transition between EBA II
and III, the Trans-Tigridian region underwent drastic changes. The earlier painted
ceramic traditions of the Nineveh V and Scarlet Ware cultures completely disappeared
and instead the material culture became increasingly under the influence of
Mesopotamian tradition. These developments in material culture are illuminated by
historical sources that allow us to trace increasing interaction between the city-states of
south and north Mesopotamia and their neighbors (Fig. VII.3b).
At this time, Kani Shaie was abandoned, but it is possible that the settlement
shifted to a nearby location because the site itself had become too high and narrow to
sustain a growing occupation. On the other hand, the depopulation of the Hamrin Basin
and to a lesser extent the Deh Luran Valley could be paralleled in the Bazyan Basin. Just
as in northern Mesopotamia, the population might have contracted into larger centers.
Since the Bazyan Basin was too small to support such a center, its population might have
moved to a nearby town at Chemchemal or in the Tanjaro and Shahrizor plains.
During EBA I-II, the societies of the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros region had
maintained sporadic interaction at their borders. During the EBA III, a network of
interaction consisting of connected urban centers, similar to that of the Late Chalcolithic
period, replaced the earlier interaction sphere. However, while the Late Chalcolithic
network had spread into the highlands, the EBA III network was restricted to
Mesopotamia and the hills of the Trans-Tigridian region. The northern and central Zagros
were excluded from this network, which could have been a deliberate choice of Zagros
populations. The Late Chalcolithic network was based on exchange and establishing
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cultural connections in order to obtain resources, while the EBA III network consisted of
rivaling city-states and expansive elites. The depopulation of rural areas in the TransTigridian region might have been the result of increasing insecurity. On the other hand,
the rugged Zagros lands were out of reach of Mesopotamian campaigns and too far away
for Mesopotamian rulers to extend their influence. Therefore, while the EBA I-II culture
zones vanished in the Trans-Tigridian region, they continued to flourish in the Zagros
with an expansion of the Godin III monochrome painted tradition and the development of
Painted Orange Ware near Lake Urmia.
At the same time, resources from the highlands of Iran and Central Asia reached
Mesopotamian city-states in unprecedented quantities. During EBA III, the northern and
central Zagros did not participate in the interregional interaction network.925 It is not a
coincidence that during EBA III the Indus and Jiroft civilizations flourished, at the same
time as the emergence of the Umm al-Nar culture along the southern shores of the
Persian Gulf. Resources would have flowed southward and reached Mesopotamia via the
Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf. However, it is also at this time that Susa began to grow
again and the political entity of Awan was formed in southwest Iran (cf. III.2.3.1A). This
possibly reflects the renewed solidification of the overland routes between Khuzestan, the
southern Zagros, and the Jiroft civilization.
VII.5 EBA IV
The rulers of the Akkadian Empire sought to obtain complete control over the
interaction network that had developed during EBA III (Fig. VII.4a). Their military
campaigns targeted the powerful city-states in the fertile plains of northern Mesopotamia
as well as the overland routes into the highlands of eastern Anatolia and Iran. The
northern Trans-Tigridian region appears to have been of minor interest, but the
establishment of urban outposts such as Gasur/Nuzi is evidence that this region was also
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incorporated into the Akkadian state. However, the major route through the central
Zagros via Kermanshah does not appear among Akkadian targets and there is at present
no archaeological evidence for Akkadian presence in this region. Instead, the Akkadian
rulers focused their energy on the route via Susa toward south Iran since this had been the
dominant overland route for centuries. Naram-Suen’s campaign against the Lullubi,
located in the region around present-day Sulaimaniyah, was directed north of the central
Zagros route. The reasons for this campaign are unclear, but two scenarios are
conceivable. The Lullubi occupied the border zone between the Trans-Tigridian region
that was under control of the Akkadian state and the Zagros Mountains that was inhabited
by the Guti. As a result, the Lullubi could have maintained a pattern of exchange with the
Guti, thereby giving them control over the flow of Zagros resources. Alternatively, the
Lullubi could have been a threat to the Trans-Tigridian territory of the Akkadian state
that needed to be countered by Naram-Suen to maintain control. Following the collapse
of the Akkadian state, and again after the Ur III state, highland entities such as the Guti
and the Lullubi would expand into the Trans-Tigridian region, meaning that they could
have been a threat already to Mesopotamian territorial control over Subartu.
By the time of the Ur III Empire, the political map and the overland routes across
the Iranian Plateau had shifted with the formation of the Šimaški confederacy. The Ur III
kings were less interested in obtaining complete control over the overland trade routes,
but instead meddled in highland politics to secure access to resources. At the same time,
emerging powers in the northern Trans-Tigridian region, most notably Simurrum, needed
to be subdued in order to avert threats to the northern border and to maintain access to
trade routes leading northward to eastern Anatolia. In addition, the shifts on the Iranian
Plateau had reopened the northern overland routes via the Tehran and Qazvin plains that
formed the northern extent of the Šimaški confederacy. As a result, northern routes
through the Zagros began to regain prominence even when the central Zagros route via
Kermanshah remained closed. The archaeological record reflects these developments. In
the central Zagros region, the Godin III monochrome painted tradition continued to
flourish in isolation and at present there is only very little evidence for interaction with
the Ur III state. In contrast, the material culture in the northern Zagros began to absorb
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Mesopotamian influences around this time. Unfortunately our best evidence comes from
the time following the collapse of the Ur III state, when the northern Zagros gains a
prominent position. The site of Kunara near Sulaimaniyah was a local center during the
Ur III and Middle Bronze Age period.926 Further north in the Rania Plain, the site of
Shemshara played an important role at the border between the Trans-Tigridian region and
the intermontane valleys.927 Near Lake Urmia, excavations at the site of Dinkha Tepe
revealed a local center that became increasingly under the influence of Mesopotamian
culture, perhaps most obvious with the adoption of Khabur ware during the Middle
Bronze Age.928 This allowed local rulers to gain prominence and attempt to establish
territorial control over the region. In this context we can understand that Iddin-Sin and
Zabazuna of Simurrum focused much of their attention to the Rania region and the routes
into the mountains (cf. III.4.4.5). But despite these efforts, in the decades and centuries
following the collapse of the Ur III state, the northern Trans-Tigridian region remained a
contested region among local polities. The city of Aššur on the Tigris was able to take
advantage of the fragmented political landscape and rose to prominence as a trade hub
and river crossing. The origins of tin, which was the major source for the wealth of
Aššur, remains uncertain, but textual sources attest that the site of Shemshara and other
such localities were local stops along the tin trade network.929 Tin not only reached
Mesopotamia via these northern routes, but also via Susa, which again demonstrates that
the flow of resources from the Iranian highlands bypassed the central Zagros region (Fig.
VII.4b).930
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VII.6 Summary
Major changes in cultural zones and their orientation from the Late Chalcolithic to
the end of the Early Bronze Age reflect different forms of socioeconomic organization
and mechanisms to obtain non-local resources. During the Late Chalcolithic, goods and
people moved through a network that connected local centers across different regions.
During EBA I-II, interregional interaction was organized at the borders between distinct
cultural zones and the movement of goods across regions occurred in a down-the-line
pattern. With a renewed external focus of Mesopotamian city-states, a new network
developed that took the form of peer-polity interaction. Eventually, the powerful
territorial states of EBA IV sought to obtain direct control over segments of this network
through conquest and alliance building.
Returning to the hypothetical models of chapter II, it is clear from the available
evidence that even though the societies of EBA I-II were inwardly focused, they did not
adopt strategies of autarky. Such an approach would entail occupying a territory that
would be environmentally and geologically diverse enough to supply a wide range of
resources. This could only be achieved by stretching the territory vertically, thereby
maintaining access and control over a range of landscapes from the Tigris River to the
highest intermontane valleys. Instead, the different cultural zones of EBA I-II occupied
environmentally homogeneous zones stretched horizontally across the same latitude.
Communities inhabiting these zones formed close social ties that are reflected in shared
cultural practices, especially visible in painted ceramic traditions. Following the collapse
of the Late Chalcolithic network, the previously nucleated population dispersed into
small villages from large, central settlements to exploit the landscape in a risk-buffering
strategy. However, communities located at the border of these altitudinal-environmental
zones would be able to obtain non-locally available resources. By EBA II, locations such
as Kani Shaie had become the focus of periodic gatherings to ensure the distribution of
goods.
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Fig. VII.1 – Distribution map of distinct ceramic traditions during EBA I-II
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Fig. VII.2 – a: LC routes; b: EBA I routes
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Fig. VII.3 – a: EBA II interaction; b: EBA III routes
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Fig. VII.4 – a: EBA IV routes; b: post-EBA routes
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VIII. Conclusions
The study of the Zagros region and its ancient inhabitants has been impeded by
four major factors. First, the often-rugged landscape prevented archaeologists from
setting up large fieldwork projects in the region. Only a handful of adventurous,
pioneering archaeologists were able to overcome the logistical problems of traveling into
this remote region, mapping the landscapes and sites, finding a suitable location for a
basecamp, and the logistics of bringing a team and tools during the 20th century. In recent
decades, the situation has much improved with the construction of modern roads and
economic development. Still, conducting intensive survey in this mountainous region
remains challenging and time-consuming while many important archaeological sites are
located far away from modern population centers making excavations difficult. Remote
sensing methods might detect mounded sites that sit on the valley floors, but small and
flat sites remain invisible, while many more sites could be hidden by sedimentation or on
hill slopes.
Even if these challenges are no longer as difficult to overcome as half a century
ago, the political situation in the region has largely dampened archaeological fieldwork
for decades. Since the Revolution in Iran in 1978, non-Iranian teams have not been able
to develop long-lasting fieldwork projects in the country. On the Iraqi side of the border,
the Kurdish region in the northeast of the country was cut off from the outside world by
central governments that wished to stifle claims for autonomy. The Iraq-Iran war during
the 1980s rendered the entire border into a militarized zone, much of which remains
inaccessible for foreign archaeological teams. Fortunately, in recent years the situation
has been improving, most notably in the autonomous Kurdish region of Iraq, but it
remains uncertain whether Zagros archaeology can continue to grow in coming years.
When archaeologists were able to conduct fieldwork in the Zagros region, they
were confronted with assemblages of material culture that were different than what they
might have known from neighboring regions. Lacking a familiarity with the local
material culture has severely impeded our grasp of chronology and cultural
developments. A major theme in this dissertation is the identification of the material
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culture of the Early Bronze Age in the Zagros region, which is one of the poorest
understood periods archaeologically. As such, a major contribution of this dissertation is
the presentation of new datasets from Kani Shaie in the Bazyan Basin and Chogha Maran
in the Mahi Dasht region near Kermanshah.
Finally, for archaeologists to make sense of their discoveries and to include the
Zagros within the narrative of ancient Near Eastern history and prehistory, they needed to
develop an interpretative framework. The great pioneering archaeologists of the 20th
century made enormous advances in our understanding of ancient Zagros societies and
the important developments that took place in this region within the context of ancient
Near Eastern history. Starting with a blank slate, they necessarily turned to available
frameworks. Study of the cuneiform textual records of Mesopotamia had already revealed
the antagonistic role of mountain peoples, some of which were mentioned by name. In
addition, archaeologists lived closely with the indigenous population of the Zagros,
which consisted of large, nomadic tribes. Anthropologists had begun documenting the
lifeways of these peoples and models of their socioeconomic organization appeared to fit
the archaeological and textual record quite well. However, in recent years, the discipline
of anthropology has become increasingly aware of how our worldview has been shaped
by centuries of colonial enterprise and a cultural background rooted in an urban, elite
context. As such, we tend to see confirmation of this worldview in ancient textual sources
written by urban elites that were often part of an imperial machinery. As a result of this
growing awareness, we are now in a position to reevaluate earlier models of ancient
Zagros societies in an attempt to adopt an emic approach that does not depend on
ethnographic studies of societies that inhabited the same region millennia later. In order
to make a first step toward an emic understanding of ancient Zagros societies, I have
compiled a critical synthesis of the available historical and archaeological datasets from
which alternative interpretations of the region’s history emerge than are usually adopted
in traditional narratives. In addition, this dissertation is a first step toward a different
interpretative framework for the development of ancient Zagros societies by
incorporating insights from theoretical literature on the studies of mountainous
landscapes. It is surprising that thus far archaeologists who are active in the mountains of
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southwest Asia have not yet engaged in a meaningful way with the sophisticated models
of socioeconomic adaptations to mountainous landscapes developed by Andean
archaeologists. Instead, frameworks for mountain peoples in southwest Asia are derived
almost exclusively from the study of pastoral nomads resulting in an assumption that this
was the only possible economic adaptation to mountainous landscapes and that it has
been the primary structuring principle of social organization and cultural practices.
In these last pages, I summarize the main conclusions that have emerged from the
discussions in previous chapters. Considering the lack of sufficient datasets and the
necessity to build archaeological heuristic frameworks from the ground up, this
concluding chapter poses more questions than it produces answers. I consider this open
ending to be the main result of this dissertation since it opens up avenues for future
exploration that were not visible before.
VIII.1 Continuity of Settled Occupation during the Early Bronze Age
As discussed repeatedly throughout the previous chapters, earlier fieldwork in the
central Zagros region failed to detect settlements dated to the end of the Late Chalcolithic
and especially the first half of the Early Bronze Age. As a result, scholars declared that
the region became largely depopulated and/or that the remaining population adopted fullscale pastoral nomadism, despite the fact that there is no direct evidence for this
economic strategy during this period. As pointed out in chapter V, at the same time as
absence of settlement during EBA I-II is considered indirect evidence for a shift to
pastoral nomadism, the resettlement of the region during EBA III-IV is considered
evidenced for the growing power of nomadic tribes that require seats of power and an
agricultural base.
The central argument of this dissertation proposes that the central Zagros was not
drastically depopulated and that there was no shift to full pastoral nomadism at the end of
the fourth and the beginning of the third millennium BCE. Instead, archaeologists were
not able to identify the material culture of the period during surveys or assigned similar
painted ceramics to a period that lasted 1500 years (the monochrome painted tradition of
Godin III) and thereby masking occupation of the early third millennium BCE.
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Excavations during the 20th century focused on Iron Age sites, in an attempt to
contextualize the Luristan bronzes that had flooded the antiquities markets, as well as
Neolithic and Chalcolithic sites to trace the origins of agriculture and animal husbandry
in the region. Bronze Age settlements were only rarely explored, often as a by-product of
a focus on later or earlier periods. The influence of this research program is felt to this
day and Iranian archaeologists active in the region tend to focus on Chalcolithic or Iron
Age periods.
This focus is particularly obvious in the Mahi Dasht survey records. The Mahi
Dasht Survey Project explicitly targeted Chalcolithic and Iron Age settlement of the
region. The project initiated soundings at the site of Chogha Maran because this
displayed significant evidence for Chalcolithic occupation. When the excavators found
large quantities of sealings with impressions together with red-slipped ceramics that had
been identified as Chalcolithic during survey, these occupation levels were dated
accordingly. Only by the end of the last season of fieldwork did it become clear that this
material was of Early Bronze Age date, contemporary with Godin III:6 levels. By this
time, however, sites during survey with similar ceramics were recorded as Chalcolithic
and following the cessation of the project with the Iranian Revolution, these records were
never reevaluated. To further complicate the matter, in 1978, the director of the project,
L. Levine, asked H. Pittman to assign a date to the seal impressions based on a brief
observation. At the time, she decided they most likely dated to EBA III, contemporary
with Early Dynastic III sealings of the Diyala region. In recent years, a better
understanding of the chronology of the Diyala sequence and its glyptic corpus allowed
Pittman to change this date to the first half of the third millennium, contemporary with
Early Dynastic I. Nevertheless, by now the original date of EBA III has become standard
in archaeological literature and has become widely cited as evidence for a new
florescence of occupation of the central Zagros region beginning in the middle of the
third millennium BCE. The case-study presented in chapter VII finally incorporates this
new chronological information and reevaluates the survey records. Unfortunately, the
nature of ceramic recording complicates a study of the survey records without the actual
sherd material that is stored in Tehran. Nevertheless, based on the codes of ceramic wares
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recorded in survey records for Chogha Maran and their description, an analysis of the 550
sites recorded during the 1975 season reveals the presence of dozens of potential EBA III sites in the Mahi Dasht region.
Still, the Mahi Dasht region consists of the largest, fertile plains within the central
Zagros region so that occupation of these plains during EBA I-II cannot simply be
projected into the more difficult-to-reach intermontane valleys. The case-study of Kani
Shaie in chapter VI provides additional evidence that archaeologists have largely missed
EBA I-II occupation in the region. Earlier extensive surveys conducted during the 1950s
and 60s only looked for Ninevite V and Scarlet Ware to identify EBA I-II sites. It is now
clear that the Ninevite V cultural zone was restricted to the plains north of the Lower Zab
and the Rania Plain and that Scarlet Ware is difficult to identify during survey because of
the fugitive nature of its painted decoration. Even the intensive survey of the Shahrizor
Plain in recent years has failed to identify many early third millennium sites, which the
survey team considers as confirmation for a general depopulation of the central Zagros
region during this period. However, excavations at Kani Shaie have unequivocally
established that not only did occupation continue during EBA I-II, but that the material
culture of the region was previously unknown and, therefore, that surveys were unable to
detect it. A typical pattern of EBA I-II is the reemergence of painted ceramic traditions
that to some degree take inspiration from earlier Chalcolithic traditions. As a result,
survey sherds of this period could easily be mistaken for Halaf and Ubaid material, which
not coincidentally occur in high numbers in the Shahrizor survey. Unfortunately, the
results of the Shahrizor survey and the Rania plain remain largely unpublished so that it
is not possible to reevaluate these datasets to identify EBA I-II occupation. At least in the
Rania plain, where Nineveh V painted ceramics are common, the local material culture
identified at Kani Shaie has been detected at several sites.931
A close reading of preliminary survey reports, presented in chapter V, reveals that
EBA I-II occupation might also have continued in the intermontane valleys of the central
Zagros region. The dominant narrative states a complete absence of settlements and the
presence of isolated cemeteries in the landscape, especially in the Pusht-i Kuh. However,
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as reported in chapter IV, even in the Pusht-i Kuh, informal survey detected several
multi-period sites with potential evidence for Early Bronze Age occupation. At the same
time, extensive surveys in the intermontane valleys of Khorramabad and Hulailan report
sites that could date to the Early Bronze Age and they certainly detected ceramics that are
similar to those found in EBA II levels of Chogha Maran. Even for the Late Chalcolithic
period, for which archaeologists argue that there was a general decline in population, the
settlement pattern reveals a shift from a dispersed settlement pattern to a nucleation of the
population into a small number of larger settlements.
All of this is not to say that surveys have missed a dense settlement pattern of the
EBA I-II period. Even when taking into account a nucleation of the population and a
previously unrecognized material culture, the general impression of a reduction in
population remains. However, while previous studies emphasized complete depopulation
of shifts to pastoral nomadism, the reevaluation presented in this dissertation shows a
more gradual development that has parallels in the Trans-Tigridian region and north
Mesopotamia. Population did seem to decrease, and more importantly, it distributed from
local centers across the landscape with a pattern of dispersed rural settlements that were
often occupied for only a few generations. Certainly, pastoralism might have increased as
a practice to supplement the economic base and to exploit the increased value of textiles
across southwest Asia since the Late Chalcolithic period. This does not mean that the
population shifted from a sedentary agricultural society to a fully nomadic tribal society.
Pastoralism could have been conducted by a handful of people consisting of individual
members of families within rural villages across the landscape. Cave sites with evidence
for occupation during EBA I-II can indeed be interpreted as evidence for increased
pastoralism, but it is difficult to use ephemeral cave site occupation as evidence for large
nomadic tribes. Instead, caves could have formed a base for just a few individuals who
were herding the flocks away from the settlements for a period of the year, much as is the
case today in the region.
Future fieldwork needs to address these issues in more detail. In addition to a
detailed analysis of economic practices within EBA I-II rural settlements, including
faunal analysis to identify flock management and mobility patterns, excavations will need
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to explore areas away from the major mounded sites. Even if open-air sites of this ancient
date will be difficult to detect, the surrounding area of mounded sites needs to be
explored to determine whether small sites were periodically enlarged with tent camps set
up around them. Current prevalent models hypothesize such large tent camps to amass
around chieftain strongholds, but if this was the case, then targeted excavations should be
able to detect it. For now, the evidence presented in this dissertation shows a continuity
of population from the Chalcolithic period and a continuous development throughout the
fourth and third millennium BCE. However, parallel with somewhat better-understood
developments in north Mesopotamia, settlement patterns and cultural practices underwent
significant changes ca. 3200 BCE that would shape Bronze Age societies in the region.
VIII.2 Shifting Strategies to Obtain Dispersed Resources
As laid out in the previous chapter, interregional interaction mechanisms changed
drastically from the Late Chalcolithic to Early Bronze Age and this is perhaps the
defining event that marks the change from one period to the next. These different
mechanisms through which goods were distributed across southwest Asia are reflected in
the distribution pattern of material culture. During the Late Chalcolithic period, a similar
material assemblage traditionally associated with south Mesopotamia and called the Uruk
culture spread along major overland routes that connected Mesopotamia with the
surrounding highlands. Notably, this material culture appeared to have concentrated
mainly within certain nodes along these routes while settlements in the surrounding
landscape kept using local material culture. This pattern reflects a network through which
traders would obtain goods and direct their flow. During its last phase in LC 5,
communities across southwest Asia had come to rely on this network for access to nonlocally available resources and goods while at the same time the Uruk material culture
began to have a stronger influence on local traditions. During the last quarter of the fourth
millennium BCE, the network collapsed along with a rejection of a social organization
based on urban centers, elite management, and the adoption of foreign cultural practices.
As a result, during EBA I, we see the emergence of a different social structure with
dispersed small settlements, local cultural practices, and egalitarian economic
381

organization. We can imagine a multitude of strategies these communities could have
adopted to maintain access to valued and necessary resources, but an ideology of
communitarianism and cooperation caused similar communities to develop close social
ties and new, distinctly local cultural traditions. With the collapse of any central
organization and sharing of resources through a local center, small communities needed
to ensure their survival through cooperation and set up impromptu social ties with other
communities to compensate for agricultural risks and shortage of resources. These
communities had rejected the influence of a foreign ideology and instead turned inward
resulting in the formation of cultural zones tied to relatively internally homogeneous
environmental zones. In a mountainous landscape, the distribution of environmental
zones is tied to altitude so that EBA cultural zones developed horizontally within the
mountain topography. It is probably this new sense of community and local identity that
resulted in the adoption of painted ceramic traditions inspired by ancient Ubaid sherds
left behind by their ancestors and the construction of communal tombs away from
settlements to establish the connection of the community with their territory.
In this context, it is crucial to note that material culture did not spread vertically
along major land routes or river drainage systems. Such a distribution would have
suggested increased mobility, perhaps associated with seasonal pastoral nomadism, and a
strategy to obtain direct access to non-locally available resources. Instead, the distribution
of the cultural zones and even more the virtually complete lack of sharing of material and
traditions among these zones reflects a lack of mobility and a focus on a single
environmental-altitudinal zone. As discussed in the previous chapter, exchange of
resources, goods, and information occurred at the border between cultural zones through
periodic gatherings at designated locations, such as Kani Shaie.
In contrast to the network of the Late Chalcolithic period, the distribution of
resources over longer distances occurred in a down-the-line pattern. On the other hand,
internally within each cultural zone, resources could have been shared or distributed
through different mechanisms. In other words, a multiscalar approach to interaction and
exchange is necessary. Previous studies of the distribution of resources during the Early
Bronze Age have focused exclusively on interregional interaction. Such an approach
382

emphasizes the collapse of the Late Chalcolithic network and fails to detect dynamic new
constellations that emerged on regional and local scales. While the Late Chalcolithic
world was tied together through a network of connected centers, the EBA I-II period saw
the florescence of a Zagros Interaction Sphere in which distinct culture zones maintained
interaction only at their borders. Due to a lack of attention for this multiscalarity, we still
know very little about mechanisms of exchange or socioeconomic and political
developments within these culture zones.
Beginning in the middle of the third millennium BCE, Mesopotamian polities,
possibly under direction of ambitious rulers, began again to engage directly with the
peoples of the Trans-Tigridian region and Susa. Historical sources record military
conflicts with Subarean and Elamite peoples, most notably Hamazi and Awan, but
administrative texts, the Early Dynastic Geographic List, and an increase in the amount
of highland goods in Mesopotamian urban contexts suggest that interaction was
predominantly based on exchange. Mesopotamian polities were not yet in a position to
obtain direct control over foreign resources, but they began sending out traders and other
travelers to establish direct interaction whereas previously they had to rely on what
reached their borders through the interaction sphere. As during the Late Chalcolithic
period, these activities resulted in the development of a network that connected rapidly
growing population centers. At Kani Shaie, the discovery of a seal impression with a
distinctly Mesopotamian (or Susian) seal impression could signify the arrival of foreign
traders.
By EBA IV, southwest Asia had become a patchwork of city-states that were
closely connected by an interregional interaction network that reached from the
Mediterranean to the Indus River. However, the peoples of the central Zagros appear to
have kept separate from this network and instead remained inwardly focused, only
engaging with their neighbors sporadically and largely rejecting the cultural influences
that had swept across all of Mesopotamia, the Trans-Tigridian region, and the Susiana.
The overland trade routes bypassed the central Zagros and connected Mesopotamia with
the Iranian highlands via Susa, while additionally trade was conducted overseas via the
Persian Gulf. Eventually, the Akkadian and Ur III kings seized direct control over the
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Mesopotamian and Trans-Tigridian part of this interregional network during the last three
centuries of the third millennium BCE.
VIII.3 Indigenous Trajectories of Social Complexity
Socioeconomic, political, and cultural developments in south and north
Mesopotamia during the Early Bronze Age are relatively well understood with the
emergence and continued growth of urban polities. In contrast, we know little about the
Trans-Tigridian and Zagros region throughout the third millennium BCE. As a result,
archaeologists interpret impressive archaeological finds in the region, such as the circular
monuments of the Hamrin Basin, the rock reliefs of indigenous rulers, and the Middle
Bronze Age archive of Shemshara, in relation to Mesopotamian actions and influence.
The traditional assumption of depopulation of the central Zagros region has supported the
notion that mountain peoples played only a minor role in the early history of the ancient
Near East and could only develop through interaction with Mesopotamian civilization.
The results presented in this dissertation and other recent discoveries by new
fieldwork in the region are beginning to challenge this notion. Over the longue durée,
there is a continuous development in the central Zagros region. During the Chalcolithic
period, society expanded by increasing settlement numbers. By the Late Chalcolithic
period, some settlements in the central Zagros region grew larger and eventually became
local centers. Even though this process never took the scale of urbanization as in
Mesopotamia, the emergence of two-tier settlement hierarchy is noticeable. During EBA
I-II, the Central Zagros and the Trans-Tigridian region display parallel developments of
dispersed small settlements and perhaps a few slightly larger local centers. Communities
throughout the region, such as those in the Hamrin Basin, at Kani Shaie, and at Chogha
Maran, employed cylinder seals in a variety of ways within a local administrative system.
The practice of impressing seals on vessel rims and bodies has parallels in the Levant, but
it appears to be a distinct, indigenous development. In addition, communities constructed
communal storage facilities in which they stored sealed containers and large quantities of
food. More work is needed to determine the actual function of these sealing and storage
practices, but they clearly display communal organization of activities.
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During EBA III-IV, central Zagros communities continued to grow while
maintaining their own cultural traditions. Informal observations of sites during this period
noticed several large settlements, including the site of Masur in the Khorramabad valley,
which reached 15ha. The monochrome painted Godin III tradition had spread throughout
the central Zagros. The Kangavar survey documented not only large settlements, but also
fortifications and irrigation works that could have begun during this period.
Even though we cannot yet define the developments that took place within the
Zagros region during the Early Bronze Age, this dissertation has demonstrated that the
region was certainly not depopulated and that its population had a dynamic history that
paralleled developments in Mesopotamia and southwest Iran, but was characterized by
distinctly local traditions and adaptations. When Mesopotamian polities engaged with
their eastern neighbors, they encountered societies with a long history that had control
over valuable resources and the land routes that connected Mesopotamia with the mineral
riches of the Iranian highlands and further east. As a result, Mesopotamian rulers and
traders needed to establish relationships with these indigenous peoples in order to obtain
access to such resources and to guarantee safe passage for traders and travelers as well as
secure their borders. Perhaps the best example of such diplomatic activity is the treaty
forged between Naram-Suen and most likely a ruler of Awan that established peaceful
relationships.
VIII.4 Avenues for Future Research
The new fieldwork in the Trans-Tigridian and Zagros region of recent years in
Iraqi Kurdistan, as well as Iranian projects in the central Zagros, will hopefully not only
produce new datasets, but also generate fresh perspectives and new research questions.
Archaeologists active in this region are privileged to have at their disposal a wealth of
ancient textual sources, visual representations, and a largely untapped archaeological
record. With these datasets at our disposal, Zagros archaeology can take a prominent
position in the exploration of mountainous societies past and present. In order to achieve
this, we need to move beyond a blind focus on pastoral nomadism and simplistic models
of highland-lowland interactions. Research in the mountains of the Andes, the steppes of
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Central Asia, and the desert littoral region of the Persian Gulf has demonstrated the
potential for exploring human adaptation to a wide range of landscapes and the key role
of these societies in the development of human civilization.
In this dissertation, I have introduced two case-studies of unpublished datasets
that have allowed a revision of the dominant paradigm on ancient Zagros societies during
the Early Bronze Age. Some of the results are still preliminary and excavations at the site
of Kani Shaie are ongoing. Before a detailed analysis of Early Bronze Age societies can
take place, we need a solid heuristic framework, which requires typologies of material
culture and secure chronological anchoring. This dissertation has begun this work for the
first half of the third millennium BCE, but additional stratigraphic sequences and carbon
dating is necessary. Archaeological work in Syria from the 1980s until 2011 has proven
how much our understanding of ancient history can change with sufficient targeted
research. By analyzing ancient Zagros societies on their own terms, with an
understanding of the indigenous developments that took place within this mountainous
region, archaeologists will be able to integrate their history in the narrative of the ancient
Near East. Zagros people were a crucial component of the interregional interaction
network that gave rise to ancient Near Eastern civilization and only by reconstructing
their unique trajectories will we be able to understanding the processes underlying the
long history of southwest Asia.
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